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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable ED-
WARD J. MARKEY, a Senator from the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Gracious Savior, lead our lives so we
will bring You pleasure, receiving the
smile of Heaven’s approval.

Guide our Senators, inspiring them
to do justly, to love mercy, and to em-
brace humility as they walk with You.
Lord, strengthen them, making them
eager to lift burdens and to respond to
human needs. In Your unfailing love,
give them the wisdom to follow the
leading of Your powerful providence.
Do for them immeasurably, abun-
dantly, above all that they can ask or
imagine.

We pray in Your merciful Name.
Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Presiding Officer led the Pledge
of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. LEAHY).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, September 18, 2013.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable EDWARD J. MARKEY, a

Senate

Senator from the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, to perform the duties of the Chair.
PATRICK J. LEAHY,
President pro tempore.
Mr. MARKEY thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
————
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
leader remarks the Senate will be in a
period of morning business, with the
Republicans controlling the first 30
minutes and the majority controlling
the second 30 minutes.

Following morning business the Sen-
ate will resume consideration of the
Energy Savings and Industrial Com-
petitiveness Act.

We have tried really hard to work on
this Energy bill. It is no wonder the
news is reporting today that this is the
least productive Senate in the history
of the country.

We have a number of Republican Sen-
ators and lots of Republican House
Members who don’t believe in govern-
ment. They want to get rid of it. They
are doing everything they can to make
that a fact. We are waiting now to see
what is going to come from the House
to fund government or not fund it. As
the Presiding Officer knows, they are
obsessed with the constitutional law
that has been in effect now for 4 years,
declared constitutional by the Supreme
Court.

The latest we got from our floor staff
is that the Republicans on this Energy
bill want five nongermane amendments
and whatever other amendments are
filed dealing with energy, which means
we are not going to finish the legisla-
tion. That is an understatement. But
we will proceed. We have a number of

issues we are going to work on. We
have one that we filed—what is called a
rule XIV procedure—yesterday dealing
with continuing to allow our high-tech
industry to be competitive.

We will move forward doing the best
we can. We will wait and see what the
House is going to do. They are still
struggling to find out which absurd
idea is going to prevail over there.

———

MEASURES PLACED ON THE CAL-
ENDAR—S. 1513, S. 1514, H.R. 2009,
AND H.R. 2775

Mr. REID. I am told there are four
bills at the desk due for second read-
ings.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will read the bills by
title for a second time.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 1513) to amend the Helium Act to
complete the privatization of the Federal he-
lium reserve in a competitive market fash-
ion that ensures stability in the helium mar-
kets while protecting the interests of Amer-
ican taxpayers, and for other purposes.

A Dbill (S. 1514) to save coal jobs, and for
other purposes.

A bill (H.R. 2009) to prohibit the Secretary
of the Treasury from enforcing the Patient
Protection and Affordable Care Act and the
Health Care and Education Reconciliation
Act of 2010.

A bill (H.R. 2775) to condition the provision
of premium and cost-sharing subsidies under
the Patient Protection and Affordable Care
Act upon a certification that a program to
verify household income and other qualifica-
tions for such subsidies is operational, and
for other purposes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I object to
any further proceedings with respect to
all of these bills that were just read
into the RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard.

The bills will be placed on the cal-
endar under rule XIV.
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HISPANIC HERITAGE MONTH

Mr. REID. Mr. President, each year
Hispanic Heritage Month offers an op-
portunity to honor the contributions of
a community that has contributed to
our country’s progress for centuries.

In the State of Nevada the influence
of Hispanic Americans is evident even
in the name of the State, which means
““snowcapped.” Of course, our most fa-
mous city—one of the most famous cit-
ies in the world—means ‘‘the mead-
ows.” It was a place that in pioneer
days was an oasis in the desert, and
that is an understatement. Water from
artisan wells that bubbled out of the
ground was the beginning of Las
Vegas—the meadows.

The first non-Native American who
set eyes on Las Vegas Valley was a
man named Rafael Rivera. We honor
him in Nevada. In my office here and in
my conference room I have a wonderful
painting of Rafael looking down over
Las Vegas. He looked so good, all
dressed in his finery, but in reality he
was lost. He had been with a Spanish
expedition and was lost, but he was the
first to see Laas Vegas, and we recognize
that. The picture is terrific. We see
him looking down at a place where
there was nothing other than the
meadows, but now there are 2.5 million
people there.

In Nevada and across the Nation we
see the contributions of Hispanic
Americans in every facet of our soci-
ety—on the battlefield, in the board-
room, in the courtroom and the class-
room, at art galleries, and on the play-
ing field. Hispanic Americans have also
played an important role in this Na-
tion’s Armed Forces, serving in every
conflict since the Revolutionary War.
More than 2.3 million Hispanic-owned
businesses employ millions of Ameri-
cans, providing critical goods and serv-
ices and helping to drive our economy.

Nationwide, Latinos are expected to
make up about 60 percent of the popu-
lation growth in the decades to come.
To ensure our country thrives, we must
ensure this Hispanic population thrives
as well. Hispanic Heritage Month
should be one to celebrate but also one
to reflect on what we can do to help
Hispanic families thrive.

This year affords a special moment
for reflection as our Nation commemo-
rates 50 years since the historic march
on Washington for Jobs and Freedom.
The struggle for equality, justice, and
freedom is ongoing, but through en-
gagement Hispanic Americans and all
Americans can make heard in Wash-
ington their support for quality edu-
cation, quality health care, a living
wage, and the right to vote without in-
timidation or discrimination.

Congress heard their calls for quality
affordable health insurance. That is
why we passed, among other reasons,
the Affordable Care Act, known as
ObamaCare, which was a huge step for-
ward for Hispanic families and Nevad-
ans across the country. In Nevada
alone, more than 160,000 Latinos and
more than 10 million nationwide who

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

currently lack health insurance will be
eligible for coverage through the new
marketplaces that are going to start
October 1.

Congress heard the calls for oppor-
tunity during tough economic times.
Democrats made small business loans
possible for 11,000 Hispanic-owned busi-
nesses. We have significantly cut pred-
atory and discriminatory lending prac-
tices that disproportionately affected
Hispanic communities. Last year Con-
gress cut taxes for 98 percent of Amer-
ican families, including every middle-
class family.

Congress also heard the calls for fair,
practical immigration reform, and this
year the Senate passed a bipartisan im-
migration bill that will reform Amer-
ica’s illegal immigration system and
reduce the deficit by $1 trillion. This
measure will also help 11 million peo-
ple—people who are tired of looking
over their shoulders and fearing depor-
tation—to get right with the law and
start down an earned pathway to citi-
zenship. The Senate, though, is still
waiting, as we have been waiting for
lots of things, for the Republicans in
the House to allow a vote on the Sen-
ate’s bipartisan compromise. What bet-
ter way to celebrate this important
month than by passing a bill that will
allow millions of families to stay to-
gether and reach their full potential?

I look forward to Hispanic Heritage
Month as an opportunity to reaffirm
my commitment to supporting the 52
million Latinos in America through
our work in the Senate. To me, His-
panic Heritage Month is about recog-
nizing the incredible contributions of
Hispanic Americans to our Nation, but
it is also about building a brighter fu-
ture for Hispanic Americans in our Na-
tion.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

——
TROUBLING REALITIES

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, ear-
lier this week we passed the b5-year
mark since the financial crisis hit our
country. Incredibly, President Obama
tried to use that opportunity to take
credit for the fact that things aren’t as
bad as they were back then, and he is
back at it again today. Basically, his
message is this: America isn’t in a free
fall, so everyone should give him a big
pat on the back.

Well, as far as deflections go, it is
pretty creative, but it is also pretty
misleading because in an effort to jus-
tify his own failed policies and preserve
them, the President is papering over
some pretty troubling realities. The
truth is, for most Americans, the past
few years have felt like anything but a
recovery. It has been a story of lost
jobs and underemployment and the loss
of dignity that comes with both. It has
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been a period of stagnant wages and an
increasing disparity between rich and
poor. Then there are all the young peo-
ple who have been stunned to realize,
after graduating from college, that
there just aren’t any jobs out there. So
now is not the time for victory laps be-
cause if this is his idea of success, I
would hate to see what failure looks
like.

Today, nearly 8 million Americans
who want full-time jobs can only find
part-time work. That is nearly twice as
many involuntary part-timers as we
had throughout most of the previous
administration. And, of course,
ObamacCare will make this much worse.
What is more, the poor and middle-in-
come folks and those just starting out
on their own are some of the people
who have been struggling the most in
the Obama economy. The unemploy-
ment rate for low-income Americans,
for instance, now stands at 21 percent—
21 percent unemployment for low-in-
come Americans—right about where it
was during the Great Depression.

The President likes to claim credit
for jobs created since the so-called re-
covery began, but what he fails to men-
tion is that there are still fewer jobs
today than before the crisis hit, while
real median wages haven’t gone up at
all over the past 5 years.

Even though Candidate Obama prom-
ised to ‘‘spread the wealth around,” we
find that 95 percent of recent income
gains have actually gone to the richest
among us. Ninety-five percent of recent
income gains have gone to the richest
among us. In other words, we are again
faced with the tragic irony that those
on the left who claim most loudly to be
standing for fairness and equality often
end up getting the worst results for
those who need help the most. To para-
phrase President Reagan’s old line
about the apostles of ‘‘fairness,” maybe
they are fair in one way: Their policies
don’t discriminate; they bring misery
to everybody—unless, of course, we are
speaking of the elite of the elite. We all
know why that is. Because when gov-
ernment policies hurt economic growth
by stifling opportunities and drying up
investment, it is the American worker
who loses. It is those at the bottom of
the economic ladder who suffer the
most.

The best thing we can do to help the
poor and working class is to get the
private sector growing again. And we
know how it is done—by implementing
things such as a more competitive tax
code, regulatory relief, approval of the
Keystone Pipeline, and, of course, re-
pealing ObamaCare, which is Killing
jobs.

The fact is that the policies of to-
day’s Washington Democrats actually
entrench unfairness and make the
playing field even more uneven.

Even the President’s allies are begin-
ning to understand. Big Labor wants to
rewrite some provisions of the same
ObamaCare law they helped muscle
through. Why? Because, predictably,
ObamaCare is now hurting the 40-hour
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workweek and undermining the kind of
employer-sponsored plans their mem-
bers like and were told they would be
able to keep. Union bosses also know
that the President recently agreed to
delay parts of the law for businesses.
Now they want relief too. Why for busi-
ness and not for unions? But what
about everybody else? What about the
middle class? What about college grad-
uates or young couples trying to make
ends meet while they start a family?
Don’t those folks deserve some relief
from ObamaCare too?

That is why Senator CoOATS and I
filed an amendment last week that
would allow everyone else to take ad-
vantage of the ObamaCare delay al-
ready offered to businesses. If compa-
nies get to catch a break, then Repub-
licans think the middle class should
too. The Democrats who run Wash-
ington need to stop blocking us from
even taking a vote on this important
legislation—Ilegislation that already
passed the House of Representatives,
by the way, on a bipartisan basis.

After all, as I have already indicated,
ObamacCare is a big reason we are turn-
ing into a nation of part-time workers
and that so many Americans will lose
their jobs and the health care plans
they like. It is also one of the reasons
the rate of those either working or
looking for work has dropped back to
Carter-era levels—Carter-era levels—
and that the average time it takes to
find a job is longer than it has been lit-
erally in decades.

These are all good reasons not just to
delay but to repeal this law and start
over with bipartisan reforms that can
actually reduce costs instead of killing
jobs. I have confidence we will get
there eventually because the only per-
son who seems to be happy with
ObamaCare is the guy it is named
after—the guy it is named after. Be-
cause when everyone from union bosses
to working moms wants to repeal this
act, it is hard to escape the conclusion
that the people standing in the way are
more interested in what is good for
their legacies than what is good for the
country.

But, look, I am still holding out
hope. I hope the President will take
this b-year anniversary of the financial
crisis as a chance to reflect and to
change course. I hope he will finally
admit that what he has tried thus far
has not worked; that it is not enough
to just improve the lot of those who
have influence in government; that he
has to work for the middle class too. I
hope he starts working with Members
of both parties to start over on health
care, to put our economy on a sound
and sustainable footing, to get spend-
ing under control so we do not leave
the same kind of mess to our children,
as CBO again warned us yesterday.

Most important, I am hoping he
starts thinking of ways to give those
who are struggling in this economy a
real chance to succeed. When he does,
Republicans will be here ready to work
with him, as we have since he first
came to office.
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I yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business for 1 hour, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each, with the time equally di-
vided and controlled between the two
leaders or their designees, with the Re-
publicans controlling the first half and
the majority controlling the final half.

The Senator from Texas.

————

THE ECONOMY

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, as you
know, today marks the fifth anniver-
sary of the 2008 financial panic which
threw our country into a severe reces-
sion and the worst economic crisis this
country has had since the 1930s. It has
been 5 years since Lehman Brothers
collapsed. It has been 5 years since the
Federal Government seized full control
of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. It has
been 5 years since Washington bailed
out AIG, the giant insurance company.

In the weeks and months following
the events of September 2008, Members
of both parties agreed that one of the
most important things we could do is
to fix the idea of too big to fail when it
came to some of the largest financial
institutions in America. Too big to
fail—so the only alternative was for
taxpayers to bail them out.

We wanted to end it. Five years later,
I wish I could say we had succeeded. I
wish I could say that too big to fail was
a thing of the past. Unfortunately, the
very law that was passed by our Demo-
cratic friends, primarily, that was sup-
posed to end too big to fail actually
codified it, actually made it more cer-
tain to occur because it gave Federal
regulators the power to identify some-
thing called systemically important in-
stitutions. Doesn’t that sound sus-
piciously like too big to fail if you are
systemically important financial insti-
tutions?

We have already seen that system-
ically important firms enjoy huge
funding advantages over smaller com-
petitors, primarily community bankers
in places such as my State, mostly be-
cause of the perception that these large
companies enjoy a government bailout
guarantee. In other words, their cost of
doing business is lower because people
actually perceive they have a Federal
Government backstop available to bail
them out if they get into trouble—not
so for small credit unions, community
bankers in places such as my State and
around the country.

In other words, Dodd-Frank, rather
than weakening this concept, actually
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strengthened the de facto partnership
between Washington, DC, and New
York, and primarily Wall Street. That
is the exact opposite of what I think
the American people thought was hap-
pening and certainly the opposite of
what they were demanding since 2008.
It is exactly the opposite of what our
financial system needs in order to oper-
ate more safely and to avoid taxpayer
bailouts such as we saw following 2008.

This is just another reason the U.S.
economy continues to slog along, with
the weakest recovery and the longest
period of high unemployment since the
Great Depression of the 1930s. Nearly 38
percent of America’s unemployed have
been jobless for more than 6 months.
Let me say that again. Nearly 38 per-
cent of Americans unemployed have
been jobless for more than 6 months.

Those are tragic statistics because
we all know that the longer someone is
unemployed, the harder it is for them
to get back into a job because they lose
skills, they become less competitive in
the labor markets.

The only reason unemployment rates
actually fell was not because the econ-
omy was getting strong enough to cre-
ate new jobs, but it was because fewer
and fewer people actually were looking
for work. More and more people actu-
ally gave up. All one has to do is go on
the Internet and look at the Bureau of
Labor Statistics under something
called the labor participation rate, and
we can see that the percentage of peo-
ple actually looking for work has de-
clined to the lowest point in about 30
years or so.

A recent study concludes that Amer-
ica is still 8.3 million jobs away from a
full economic recovery—8.3 million
Americans out of work who need to be
back at work in order for us to get
back on track.

Is it any wonder that a Pew Research
Center poll indicated that 52 percent of
people feel as though our job situation
has hardly recovered at all since the
great recession? Fifty-two percent
think things have not gotten that
much better.

Nevertheless, there seems to be this
divide, this gulf between perception in
Washington among the political elites
and on Main Street. For example, in an
ABC News broadcast this past week-
end, President Obama said that since
he took office, America has witnessed
‘“‘progress across the board.” I guess
“‘progress’’ is a relative term.

But since the official end of the re-
cession in June 2008, median household
income has declined by nearly $2,500.
Average working families have $2,500
less to spend, so, of course, they do not
feel as though we have had a recovery.
They do not feel as though things have
gotten better across the board, such as
the President. Of course, that is before
we even account for inflation. When we
adjust the numbers to reflect the in-
crease in consumer prices, the drop in
median household income has been sig-
nificantly larger than the $2,500 I just
mentioned.
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The President says he is concerned
about income inequality, about the dif-
ference between the wealthy and aver-
age working families and the poor. But
the New York Times has reported that
the trend of rising income inequality
‘“‘appears to have accelerated during
[this President’s] administration.” It
has gotten worse. Indeed, according to
one measure of the income gap, in-
equality has increased about four times
faster under President Obama than it
did under President George W. Bush.

Of course, America’s income gap is
mirrored by a yawning unemployment
gap. Earlier this week, the Associated
Press reported that ‘‘the gap in em-
ployment rates between America’s
highest- and lowest-income families
has stretched to its widest levels since
officials began tracking the data a dec-
ade ago.”

Again, this is happening under a
President who said rising income in-
equality is morally wrong, a President
who believes rising income inequality
is holding America’s economic recov-
ery back.

But the problem is not in his diag-
nosis, it is in his proposed remedies, his
policies. His proposed remedies for
growing inequality include more taxes,
more spending by the Federal Govern-
ment, more debt, and more regulations.
It is symptomatic of the idea that
Washington knows best. It does not,
and we know because of the failed ex-
periments over the last 5 years. Of
course, if such policies were truly part
of the solution, inequality would be de-
clining. In other words, if the Presi-
dent’s proposed solutions of more regu-
lations, more taxes, and more Federal
spending would work, we would be well
on our way to an economic recovery,
unemployment would be back to his-
toric norms, and the economy would be
growing. But it is not.

Then there is the cost of health in-
surance. This is another one of the bur-
dens on particularly small businesses
and individuals which are keeping the
economy stagnant.

Back in 2008 the President famously
promised that premiums for a family of
four would decrease by about $2,500 if
we would just pass his signature health
care legislation, now known as
ObamaCare, the Affordable Care Act,
but instead the cost has gone up by
nearly $2,400 between 2009 and 2012.

So we have median household income
going down about $2,500, but actually
the cost of health care, rather than
going down, is going up by about the
same amount. For that matter, the
cost problem will only get worse once
ObamacCare is fully implemented, as we
are beginning to see as we see what the
premiums are like in the individual
market for people who buy their health
care in the exchanges.

The National Journal found that ‘‘for
the vast majority of Americans,” pre-
miums will be higher under
ObamaCare. That is pretty easy to un-
derstand because of the way it has been
wired. For example, someone has said,
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it is as though, because of the guaran-
teed issue aspect of ObamaCare, some-
one can wait until they are sick to buy
health insurance and the insurance
company has to sell it to them. So
somebody said: That is akin to waiting
until your house is on fire before you
actually buy fire insurance. That is not
insurance anymore, and that runs up
the cost for everybody, as does a phe-
nomenon such as age banning, where
young people my daughters’ age, in
their early thirties, are going to have
to bear the cost of health care for older
Americans because they cannot charge
older Americans any more than three
times more than what they charge
young, healthy people such as my
daughters, even though their consump-
tion of health care, we know, will not
be anywhere near that ratio.

As projected, the President’s health
care law will cause individual insur-
ance premiums to skyrocket all across
America, including Texas.

Policies such as ObamaCare and
Dodd-Frank, as I keep hearing from my
community bankers, have increased
the cost of doing business and gen-
erated enormous uncertainty about the
future. I was talking to a businessman
in Houston just 2 days ago. He said:
The thing that is holding America
back, our economy back, is uncer-
tainty. People don’t know what their
taxes are going to be like, what the
regulatory environment is going to be
like. They don’t know about our failure
to deal with our national debt, now
about $17 trillion. As the Fed begins to
wind down its purchases of our own
debt, interest rates start to go back up.
What is that going to mean?

It is going to mean we have to pay
China and other creditors more money
for the money they have loaned to us
because of that $17 trillion debt, and it
will simply crowd out our ability to
fund other priorities such as national
security, among others.

The story of our sluggish recovery is
ultimately a story of wasted human
capital, again another tragedy. It is a
story of mothers and fathers who can-
not find full-time jobs and who are hav-
ing trouble supporting their families.
It is a story of college graduates who
are unemployed, living at home, and
drowning in student loan debt.

As economists Keith Hennessey and
Ed Lazear have written, ‘““The severe
recession was bad enough, but the slow
recovery is doing just as much damage
to living standards since it is sustained
over a longer time frame.”

I would say to our President: If you
care about reducing income inequality,
if you care about saving the American
dream, let’s try something new. You
know, the definition of insanity, one
pundit said, was doing the same thing
over and over again and expecting a
different outcome. So let’s try some-
thing new, because we know the status
quo has not worked. Instead of piling
more burdens on job creators and mak-
ing it harder for Americans to secure
full-time employment, let’s embrace
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policies that make it easier to create
jobs and easier to get full-time work.
Let’s reform our Tax Code so it is
progrowth, make it simpler, make it
fairer, make it more logical, make it
more conducive to that strong eco-
nomic growth that is going to create
jobs.

Let’s go back to the drawing board
on health care and embrace sensible
patient-centered reforms that will re-
duce costs and increase accessibility.
We are never going to change our eco-
nomic trajectory until we change our
economic policies. Again, doing the
same thing over and over again is not
going to change the outcome. We need
to try something new.

The policies of the past 4% years
have given us an economy that is fail-
ing to deliver the kind of job creation
and income gains Americans want and
they need. As the President’s own
Treasury Secretary said this week,
“Too many Americans cannot find
work, growth is not fast enough, and
the very definition of what it means to
be middle class is being undercut by
trends in our economy that must be ad-
dressed.”’

I could not agree with him more. So
isn’t it time to try something dif-
ferent?

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

——
ENERGY AMENDMENT
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President,

today I would like to follow up on some
of the comments by Senator CORNYN
about these massive burdens on Amer-
ican families, how it is impacting their
lives, their quality of life. Those are
burdens forced upon them by this ad-
ministration.

I rise to talk about an amendment I
filed to the energy efficiency bill that
we will be debating today on the floor.
This amendment would stop President
Obama’s attempt to impose a massive
increase to the national energy bill. It
will affect all Americans because, in a
sense, essentially what we have is a
huge energy tax caused by government
regulations.

My amendment blocks the issuance
of new carbon pollution standards for
new and existing coal-fired power-
plants. Those standards are due out
from the Environmental Protection
Agency this very week. They can do
great harm to the American economy
and to American families.

We need to make America’s energy as
clean as we can as fast as we can. Ev-
eryone knows that. It is important,
though, that we do it without hurting
our economy and without costing thou-
sands of middle-class jobs. The Amer-
ican people, through their elected rep-
resentatives in Congress, have rejected
President Obama’s reckless energy
policies in the past. This past June
President Obama issued a Presidential
memorandum directing the EPA to
issue carbon pollution standard regula-
tions.
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My amendment would require the ap-
proval of Congress for any regulations
causing increases of our national en-
ergy bill, just like the one the EPA
would create with these regulations. If
these regulations are allowed to take
effect, they will increase energy costs
for the people who can bear the burden
the least—seniors, low-income fami-
lies, small businesses.

High energy costs will destroy thou-
sands of jobs in places such as my
home State of Wyoming but also in
Missouri, Ohio, West Virginia, Mon-
tana, and many other States. We have
already seen coal-fired powerplants
shut down and reduce capacity, putting
many people out of work. That has
been the President’s plan all along.
These new regulations would be the
latest step.

Remember, President Obama said
that under his plan ‘‘electricity rates
would necessarily skyrocket.” Sky-
rocket. That is his word, not mine. He
said energy producers could still build
coal-fired powerplants, but that the
cost would be so high it would bank-
rupt them. The President should be
looking for ways to help businesses
grow, to help create jobs, not pushing
his regulations to find backdoor ways
to bankrupt them.

My amendment accomplishes a num-
ber of goals, beginning with protecting
American jobs. That has been our focus
in this difficult economy. The Nation’s
recession ended more than 4 years ago.
We have not had the recovery, though,
we should have had because the Presi-
dent’s policies have failed. The Presi-
dent promised he had a plan to create
so-called green jobs. People have seen
that those green jobs never material-
ized.

Now the President is going after the
red, white, and blue jobs that continue
to power our country. The Obama ad-
ministration and its allies in the fringe
environmental movement say we need
to get rid of those jobs to make way for
new ones. They say coal miners and
powerplant workers should fade into
history along with the men and women
who built stagecoaches, telegraphs, and
record players. Their idea is that if we
simply let coal die, those folks can
start making something new.

That kind of thinking is a luxury a
lot of Americans do not want and can-
not afford. When excessive Washington
redtape crushes a coal mine or a coal-
fired powerplant in a small commu-
nity, those jobs are not the only thing
that go. The town loses its revenue
base. That hurts its public schools, its
police, its fire departments, senior bus-
ing services for those who cannot drive.
Everything that town does to serve its
people suffers because of decisions
made by this administration in Wash-
ington, DC.

Before long, people start to move
away, looking for a better chance
somewhere else. Small businesses do
not have enough customers, so they
shut down, and the town withers away.
When Washington uses the heavy hand
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of excessive regulation, there are a
whole host of ways it hurts American
communities. One of those ways is its
impact on public health.

Studies consistently show unemploy-
ment increases the likelihood of ill-
ness, hospital visits, and premature
death. Families where a parent is out
of work are more likely to fall into
poverty. Children in poor families are
four times as likely as other children
to be in fair or poor health.

The bureaucrats at the EPA can
shake their magic eight ball to predict
health impacts of carbon pollution on
virtual people who have not been born
yvet, years into the future. But if their
predictions are wrong, and I expect
they are, they will simply shake their
magic eight ball again.

Meanwhile, the health effects caused
by their excessive regulations are very
real for real families, real children,
real seniors. My amendment addresses
this public health issue. It does it by
preventing this massive unemployment
that would result from new redtape and
higher energy costs.

Finally, my amendment is clear that
Congress should act on an affordable
energy plan. Nothing in my amend-
ment says Congress should not work
with State and local governments to
protect communities from severe
weather events where lives are at
stake. My amendment is clear that
these kinds of decisions should be for
Congress to make, not for the Presi-
dent to make on his own. That is true
whether the President is a Democrat or
a Republican. I hope to get a vote on
my amendment to ensure that the
Obama administration does not impose
an increase in our national energy bill
on the American people.

Along the same lines, I want to speak
briefly about another opportunity we
have to ensure a stronger energy future
for our country. This week will mark
an anniversary that I hope will spur
the American people to demand some
action from the Obama administration.
Five full years ago TransCanada first
applied for permission to build the
Keystone XL Pipeline. President
Obama still cannot make up his mind
to approve the permits. He dithers, he
delays, he makes excuses.

It is time to act. It is time finally to
approve the Keystone XL Pipeline so
America can start to get the benefits of
this important energy project.

According to the State Department
analysis, the pipeline’s construction
could support 42,000 jobs across the
country. The President should be grab-
bing any opportunity he can to help
the private sector create jobs. Instead,
he says the jobs the Keystone XL Pipe-
line would create are ‘‘a blip relative to
the need.” Is this how the President
sees the livelihoods of 42,000 American
families, a blip?

This is the fourth major pipeline
project between Canada and the United
States since 2006. All the others were
approved and the process took between
15 and 28 months for each of them. The
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permit process for Keystone XL is now
60 months and still counting. Why is it
taking so long? In October 2010, Sec-
retary of State Hillary Clinton said her
department was ‘‘inclined’” to approve
the project. In July 2011, the adminis-
tration said it was ‘‘publicly com-
mitted to reaching a decision’ before
the end of the year. That was 2011. The
deadline came and it went.

This past June, the President sud-
denly raised the bar. He said the ‘‘net
effects of the pipeline’s impacts on our
climate will be absolutely critical” in
his decision. We know today what
those effects would be. Studies show
the Keystone XL, Pipeline would not
have a substantial impact on green-
house gas emissions. That is because
even if the pipeline does not get built,
the energy is still going to be devel-
oped. China has absolutely offered to
buy the energy from Canada. This pipe-
line has the support of more than 70
percent of the American people. It has
the support of major labor unions, of
every State along its route.

A bipartisan majority in the House
and 62 Senators support it. Still, Presi-
dent Obama cannot make up his mind.
He delays his decisions on this vital in-
frastructure project and at the same
time orders regulations that would im-
pose what amounts to a national en-
ergy tax. He stalls a pipeline that
would create thousands of jobs and at
the same time orders regulations that
would destroy thousands of jobs. He
stalls a pipeline that would help mid-
dle-class families while he promotes a
policy that would take more money
out of the pockets of hard-working
Americans. We need to improve Amer-
ica’s energy picture, without destroy-
ing jobs or bankrupting our country.

President Obama can help do that.
He can do it today by doing two things.
First, he should drop his plan to im-
pose a new increase on national energy
costs and let it be debated by Congress.
Second, he should immediately approve
the Keystone XL Pipeline. If the Presi-
dent is serious about helping middle-
class families, he will prove it. If he is
not ready to join Democrats and Re-
publicans in Congress in making rea-
sonable energy policies that help
American families, then the Senate
should act.

Struggling middle-class families are
asking for our help. It is time to give
them the help they need.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to
15 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, I rise to
speak on the Affordable Care Act. At
home in Hawaii we have a saying,
“Lucky you live Hawaii.”” That can
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mean a lot of different things to dif-
ferent people, but when talking about
access to affordable, effective care, this
phrase has particular meaning.

In the early 1970s, the rate of unin-
sured in our State was about 30 per-
cent, meaning roughly 1 in 3 in our
population would live in fear that sick-
ness or injury could cause financial
ruin for themselves or their families.
The people of Hawaii knew this was un-
acceptable.

In 1974, the State government passed
an innovative piece of legislation, the
Prepaid Health Care Act. Now simply
known as Prepaid, this legislation re-
quires employers to provide affordable
and quality care for hundreds of thou-
sands of individuals and their families.

Our uninsured rate is one of the low-
est in the country, with only 8 percent
of our population lacking any type of
insurance. Even though Hawaii has
been at the forefront in making health
care a right and not a privilege, we
still have a way to go. Even with Pre-
paid, there are more than 100,000 people
in our State still uninsured.

When the Affordable Care Act passed
3 years ago, I knew it meant that those
who are uninsured or underinsured in
Hawaii would find some relief. We have
already seen major successes since this
landmark legislation passed.

Yet people are still afraid of
ObamaCare. This is because a lot of
people have spent a lot of time and
money to make the American public
believe that somehow this legislation
is bad for them and will harm them.
That is why, when asked about health
care reform as a whole, many Ameri-
cans say they are concerned, they have
anxiety. But when you talk to people
back in Hawaii and across the Nation,
and even those who think they don’t
like health care reform, they like what
it does.

For example, parents like that they
can keep their children on their health
insurance until the age of 26, which af-
fects 6,000 young adults in the State of
Hawaii. People will no longer have to
live in fear of lifetime limits on health
benefits, which will help more than
460,000 residents of Hawaii, including
115,000 children. More than half a mil-
lion people in my State will no longer
have to worry about being denied cov-
erage because of a pre-existing condi-
tion.

As a State that has committed to
Medicaid expansion, Hawaii will also
now be able to provide care to close to
more than 68,000 residents starting in
2014.

People like these policies. People
like what health care reform is already
doing for them.

While my colleagues across the aisle
are looking to repeal this historic leg-
islation, I am looking forward to how
we can build on its success.

Let me be clear. The fact that health
care reform is working is exactly why
the detractors of the ACA are trying so
hard to stop it from being fully imple-
mented. They know the American peo-
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ple are embracing ObamaCare because
of all the good it will do for our fami-
lies.

In particular, I am looking forward
to the opening of our marketplace, the
Hawaii Health Connector, on October 1.
Many of the people I have spoken to
want to know what the marketplace
may mean for them. Simply, the Ha-
waii Health Connector is going to pro-
vide a consumer-friendly way for resi-
dents of my State to view and compare
a wide variety of plans. Then they will
be able to pick the coverage that best
suits them and their families. My of-
fice has been in constant contact with
the Connector, and their staff in Ha-
waii has been working tirelessly to set
up the online and phone interface, and
to provide assistance and navigation in
the form of kokua, a word in Hawaiian
that essentially means pitching in to
help your neighbors and your commu-
nity with no regard for personal gain.

This is reflective of the values we
have in Hawaii, that everyone deserves
to be healthy and have access to afford-
able and quality care. That doesn’t
mean we still don’t have a lot of work
to do.

I am hoping a number of bills I have
introduced, including the Rural Pre-
ventive Health Care Training Act and
the Strengthening Health Disparities
Data Collection Act, will be considered
and voted on by the full Senate in
order to solve some of our worst issues
in providing care to rural and under-
served populations in Hawaii and
across the Nation.

I believe ACA is working the way it
should be. It is increasing the number
of insured Americans, promoting pre-
ventive care that will help to reduce
the human and financial costs of avoid-
able illness and lowering the costs of
care for everyone.

Many of my colleagues in Congress
choose not to see any of this. The only
option for them is total repeal, with
zero tolerance for open discussion or
compromise on this landmark legisla-
tion, but that kind of thinking is what
causes the gridlock Americans are so
tired of. I understand there will be
parts of this law, which is a sweeping
piece of legislation, that will need to
be amended over time to resolve any
kinks. These kinds of revisions have
been done with every other landmark
domestic social policy that has been
passed in this country, including Medi-
care and Social Security.

I am willing, as are my colleagues on
the Democratic side, to come to the
table and work with Republicans to
make mnecessary improvements over
time, but I refuse to engage in the
process of political and parliamentary
gymnastics designed to score small,
short-term wins at the expense of the
American people and the economy.

It must be pointed out that anyone
who wants to grind the entire govern-
ment to a halt over the implementa-
tion of this several-years-old law will
cause harm to the economy and harm
to their communities, because Federal
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funding provides essential services and
programs to constituents in every
State and every county in every dis-
trict. If improvements or changes need
to be made, they can be done through
the regular order with hearings, seri-
ous discussions, and bipartisan sup-
port. Ultimately, what we are seeing in
Hawaii and across the Nation is Presi-
dent Obama’s historic health care
package is making inroads in improv-
ing our health care system. Efforts to
stop that cannot be tolerated by Mem-
bers of Congress and the people of this
Nation.

I will continue to support its full im-
plementation and look forward to
working with all of my colleagues in
the Senate to build upon its success.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MARKEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
HEITKAMP). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MARKEY. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as in morning business
for up to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

A MASSACHUSETTS PERSPECTIVE

Mr. MARKEY. Madam President,
today I am here to give my first speech
on the floor of the Senate. I do so with
deep respect and reverence for the his-
tory of this Chamber and for the giants
of the Senate who have served before
us. From Massachusetts, our recent
roster of Senators reads like a history
textbook: President John F. Kennedy,
who inspired a Nation—President Ken-
nedy’s desk is right here, and it is so
appropriate that my extraordinary
partner from Massachusetts, Senator
WARREN, occupies it today—the leg-
endary Ted Kennedy—he had the vision
to make health care a right and not a
privilege; Ed Brooke, the first African-
American popularly elected to the Sen-
ate; Paul Tsongas, a model of independ-
ence; for 28 years John Kerry was a
champion for the people of Massachu-
setts. Now he is our chief diplomat to
the world, his skill already shown in
his ability to bring Russia and Syria to
the negotiating table.

America is the greatest country on
Earth.

My father drove a truck for the Hood
Milk Company. He graduated from the
vocational program at Lawrence High
School. My mother was going to be
senior class president in high school,
but her mother died when she was a
junior. She had to abandon her college
dreams to stay home and take care of
her younger sisters.

That was before the New Deal, before
Social Security, and before Franklin
Delano Roosevelt. In those days the
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only social safety net for families was
that one of the girls had to stay home.

I was the first in my family to go to
college. I drove an ice cream truck to
work my way through Boston College
as a commuter. I did the same for law
school. I took out Federal student
loans, like so many millions of Amer-
ican students have to do today.

Thanks to the people of our State,
this son of a milkman is now serving
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
in the U.S. Senate.

I am a son of Malden, but I do not
come just to occupy a seat in the Sen-
ate. I come here to stand and to speak
for all those families, to seek change
that uplifts those families and their fu-
ture. To everyone here I say: That will
be how I conduct myself here in the
Senate.

I come here today to discuss my per-
spective, formed by the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts, guided by its people,
practiced in the House of Representa-
tives for more than 36 years, and open
to new knowledge, new ideas, and inno-
vative ways to move our country for-
ward.

From its inception, Massachusetts
has thrived because it is a wellspring
for the advancement of humanity’s
ideas and ideals. Nearly 400 years ago
the pilgrims braved an uncertain pas-
sage to Plymouth as religious
innovators, but the pilgrims would
likely not have survived the new
world’s harsh environment without
learning new ways from the native
Wampanoag Indians—the ‘‘people of
the dawn,” as their tribal name trans-
lates.

So our bearings were set early in the
Bay State. In a sense, we in Massachu-
setts are all people of the dawn, look-
ing over the horizon toward a new fron-
tier, striving to forge a better tomor-
row.

It is no surprise that when America
moved from farms to factories it began
in Massachusetts. Massachusetts has
survived and it has thrived because of
our tradition of innovation and imagi-
nation.

We invent the materials that power
our economy. We initiate the moral
discussions that advance a Nation. We
are never satisfied with what we have
accomplished, instead, always pushing
for progress and embracing the promise
of the rising sun. We know from experi-
ence that when we invest in the future
we create jobs here and now in our
country.

During the last few decades, the pur-
suit of the possible that is hard wired
into our Massachusetts DNA has
helped us weather tough economies and
rough international competition better
than many other States.

We have become a high-tech, clean-
tech, biotech hub for America and for
the world. At places such as MIT and at
companies such as Bolt, Beranek and
Newman in Boston, the underlying ar-
chitecture of the Internet was envi-
sioned and set in motion.

Earlier in my career, Congress passed
three telecommunications bills on a bi-
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partisan basis that I helped author.
They removed barriers for innovation
and unlocked opportunity for entre-
preneurs, creating jobs in Massachu-
setts and across the Nation by
unleashing more than $1 trillion of pri-
vate sector investment in this emerg-
ing technology area.

Now the future of telecom is mobile.
Massachusetts has several hundred mo-
bile companies. We have the strongest
robotics centers in the Nation. We have
the burgeoning digital games industry
centered in our State. We are ready for
the next generation of technology jobs
because we spent decades building our
digital foundation.

Massachusetts was once the Nation’s
leading power producer, when Melville
wrote ‘“Moby Dick” by the light of a
whale oil lamp. Now we are at the fore-
front of the most recent energy revolu-
tion.

Our electricity is getting cleaner, we
are using it smarter, and it is getting
cheaper. Massachusetts is now the No.
1 State in the country when it comes
to energy efficiency. Just yesterday
Boston was named America’s most en-
ergy-efficient city.

Our shores will host the first offshore
wind energy farm in the Nation. The
same winds that brought the pilgrims
to Plymouth Rock will now power a
new generation of jobs in Massachu-
setts.

Massachusetts is seventh in the Na-
tion in solar installed per person, even
in a State more known for the perfect
storm than for perfect sunny days.

In Massachusetts alone, clean energy
now employs 80,000 people across 5,000
businesses in our State.

If we continue our commitments to
clean energy, we will put steelworkers,
iron workers, welders, and electricians
to work building a new backbone for a
new energy economy in the TUnited
States and around the world.

Massachusetts is the hub for biotech
on the entire planet. We are No. 1 in
per-capita dollars awarded by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, supporting
35,000 jobs Statewide. Health is our
first wealth, but in Massachusetts it is
also one of the best job creators.

We are an idea factory pumping out
new concepts, creating new companies
that produce new jobs and discover
cures for deadly diseases.

In Massachusetts, we recognize that
education is a ladder of opportunity
that allows every child to maximize
their God-given abilities. The first pub-
lic school in America was established
in Massachusetts. Today, Massachu-
setts students are No. 1 in the Nation
in math, in reading, and tied for No. 1
with New York in science.

For students in Massachusetts and
around the country, we should never
let the big dreams of attending college
be thwarted by the small print of over-
ly burdensome loans.

As children learn in an online envi-
ronment, we need to make sure they
can grow, develop, and make mistakes
that won’t derail a promising future.
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That is why I will soon introduce my
do not track kids legislation on a bi-
partisan basis to protect the privacy of
children online.

The value of our economy grows be-
cause it is imbued with our American
values. What unites wus is the
unshakable belief that no matter where
you come from, no matter what your
circumstances, you can achieve the
American dream. We believe everyone
should get a fair shot. No one should be
left behind.

It is time to get back to the values
that made Massachusetts and this
country great. It is time to make real
progress, creating an economy that
works for everyone. It is time to pro-
tect a woman’s right to choose. It is
time to deliver to the LGBT commu-
nity all of the protections and rights
under the Constitution.

It is time that we put real gun con-
trol measures on the books. The hor-
rific mass shooting at the Navy yard is
the latest deadly reminder that we
need to do more to stem the tide of gun
violence in this country. Newtown, Au-
rora—these tragedies are not inevi-
table, they are preventable. This sense-
less carnage must end.

We need a ban on assault weapons,
and we need a ban on high-capacity
magazines. We need universal back-
ground checks combined with com-
prehensive care for our mentally ill.
We need to put an end to the partisan
gridlock that prevents even the most
basic of gun control measures from be-
coming law.

In the next few weeks we will see our
seventh fight over our debt and deficit
in the last couple of years. We need to
break down this rampant ideology that
threatens to turn a government that
works for the people into a government
that simply shuts down.

We must also end the mindless
across-the-board cuts from sequestra-
tion. Cutting programs such as Head
Start will leave a generation of Kids
lagging behind. Slashing investments
in science means the breakthroughs
that create jobs and cure deadly dis-
eases could go undiscovered. Cutting
defense spending mindlessly can under-
mine our security.

We need a new transportation bill
that puts union workers back out there
working, rebuilding our roads and our
bridges.

While many economists have labeled
the recent downturn a recession, for
our working families and low-wage
earners it has become an economic de-
pression. Economic inequality tears at
the fabric that makes our country
great. It turns “E pluribus unum’ into
‘“‘everyone for themselves.” We must
raise the minimum wage for the people
who are struggling to make it into the
middle class.

We need to create an end to the era
of climate denial. Climate change is ir-
refutable. It is raising sea levels. It is
giving storms more power.

The planet is running a fever. There
are no emergency rooms for planets.
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We must put in place the preventive
care of unleashing a renewable energy
revolution in wind and solar, in bio-
mass and geothermal, and in energy ef-
ficiency to avoid the worst, most cata-
strophic impact of climate change on
this planet. We are seeing it on an on-
going basis not just here in our country
but across the planet.

Our moral duty to future generations
calls for us to address climate change,
but it also is an economic opportunity
to create new jobs here in our country.

I will soon introduce legislation that
will call for America, by 2025, to reach
a 2b-percent target of clean energy and
energy efficiency improvements. This
bill will create jobs as it cuts pollution.
And I will continue to work to pass cli-
mate legislation, as I did in the House
of Representatives.

I will also introduce legislation to fix
our aging natural gas system in Massa-
chusetts and across the country, mak-
ing it cleaner and more efficient. We
can use affordable natural gas and
clean energy, built and delivered
through the work of union hands, to
power new American manufacturing
centers. That is a job-creation triple
play—generate new energy, build new
infrastructure, and manufacture new
American products.

We must not massively export our
natural gas abroad or I fear we will
continue to export our young men and
women to dangerous places all over the
world and lose opportunities to lower
electricity rates here and to increase
the manufacturing jobs here in the
United States.

Fifty years ago President Kennedy
announced the ambitious goal of send-
ing an American safely to the Moon.
He told us that we would need a giant
rocket made of new metal alloys, some
of which had not yet been invented. It
would have to be fitted together with
precision better than the finest watch.
It would have to be able to be returned
to Barth safely at speeds never before
approximated by humanity. And it
would all have to be done in less than
8 years.

President Kennedy urged us to be
bold. I say to this Chamber, it is time
for us to be bold. In this era of innova-
tion, there are jobs that are not yet
imagined in fields that haven’t been
created with industries that don’t yet
exist. We should be bold.

America watched with pride as Neil
Armstrong stepped onto the Moon and
an American flag was planted as a sym-
bol of our success. In this Capitol
Building, there is a flag that was
brought back from the Moon. It testi-
fies to the returns we receive when we
invest in American ingenuity, when we
seek the dawn of discovery, when we
invest in our people and in our indus-
tries, and when we follow the universal
American values of justice and toler-
ance and liberty and equality.

We can use our talents and our tools
to help all people everywhere build a
more peaceful, prosperous future.

I look forward to working with every
Senator in the months and years ahead
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to make the 21st century more edu-
cated, more healthy, more prosperous,
and more fair than the 20th century
was. That is our challenge. That is our
opportunity. But we must do it to-
gether.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I extend
my appreciation to Senator MARKEY. 1
had the good fortune of serving in the
House of Representatives with him.
When he decided to run for the Senate,
I was excited, and I am so happy he is
here with us. The speech he just gave
indicates the work we should be doing.
I have always admired him.

I appreciate very much what he has
done for the State of Nevada in many
different areas. He has been at the fore-
front of protecting Nevada from the
ravages of something that could be an
environmental disaster—nuclear
waste—and has been someone who has
led the country in so many different
ways in recognizing the dangers of cli-
mate change.

In telecommunications, no one in the
last 30 years has done more for modern-
izing our telecommunications system
than ED MARKEY. So I appreciate very
much his good work.

As I sat and listened to this remark-
ably important speech, I thought of the
Massachusetts delegation—two new
Senators, but what wonderful Senators
they are, Senator ELIZABETH WARREN
and Senator ED MARKEY. The potential
they have is so astounding.

On the news today: This will be the
least productive Senate in the history
of the country. People, such as the
Senators from Massachusetts, are
being prevented from doing good. There
is no better example of that than the
Senator who was on the floor listening
to Senator MARKEY, the senior Senator
from New Hampshire.

A Dbill to make our energy consump-
tion around America more efficient,
energy efficiency, a bill we should have
done a long time ago—we can’t do it
because we have the anarchists run-
ning the House of Representatives, and
they are doing a pretty good job over
here too. I would say about 40 percent
of the Republicans over here are anar-
chists, tea party-driven.

This Energy bill has five nongermane
amendments, most of them dealing
with health care. The Republicans are
obsessed with what is the law of the
land—ObamaCare. It has been the law
for almost 4 years. The U.S. Supreme
Court has said it is constitutional, but
that doesn’t take away their obsession
to try to undercut this legislation,
which is going into effect in a big way
on October 1.

It is a shame that we are not able to
legislate the way we did. Everything is
a squabble and a fight. I came here
more than three decades ago having al-
ready had a legislative career in the
State of Nevada, and we have been able
to work together to do so many good
things—until recently.
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We are now waiting to see what the
House of Representatives is going to
do, how absurd what it sends us is
going to be. We know it is going to be
something really strange and weird be-
cause the Speaker has to do everything
he can to try to mold a piece of legisla-
tion to meet the needs of the tea party,
the anarchists. And I say that without
any equivocation. They do not want
government to work on any level—not
the local level, not the State level, and
certainly not here. Any day that is a
bad day for government is a cheering
day for them.

So I am so impressed with the Sen-
ator’s speech, but I am distressed at
what is going on here in the Senate as
far as trying to get work done. Biparti-
sanship is a thing of the past. Now all
we do is ‘‘gotcha’ legislation.

I was given this assurance by many
Republicans: Let’s do energy. Energy
efficiency—let’s do it. We will work to-
gether on a bipartisan basis.

And the first thing out of the box is
something that will derail this legisla-
tion.

So I am thankful that we have a new
Senator who is as talented and as good
as he is, but I wish his talents could be
better put to work here in the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Ms. WARREN. Madam President, I
am proud to come to the floor today to
welcome my colleague ED MARKEY on
giving his first speech on the floor of
the Senate.

Long before I became a U.S. Senator,
ED MARKEY was in the House of Rep-
resentatives, became the dean of the
Massachusetts delegation, and has been
out there working for the families of
Massachusetts and the families of this
country. He has been a leader on issues
ranging from energy and the environ-
ment to technology and telecommuni-
cations, and he knows how to get
things done. That is very inspiring.

I just wanted to come by today to lis-
ten to his first speech, congratulate
him on his first speech, and to say how
much I am looking forward to working
with my partner ED MARKEY in the
Senate. We are going to do our best to
get something done.

Congratulations.

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the Senator.

————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

————

ENERGY SAVINGS AND INDUS-
TRIAL COMPETITIVENESS ACT
OF 2013

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 1392, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1392) to promote energy savings
in residential buildings and industry, and for
other purposes.
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Pending:

Wyden (for Merkley) amendment No. 1858,
to provide for a study and report on standby
usage power standards implemented by
States and other industrialized nations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Madam President, I also
would like to welcome the new Senator
from Massachusetts to this body. I lis-
tened to his speech, and we will have
some discussions over some of those
items at some time, I am certain. But
I also listened to the leader’s speech
following that, and I am a little bit dis-
appointed in that speech.

He mentioned that we were the least
productive Senate in history. I think
there is a reason for that, and the rea-
son is that we are doing dealmaking
now instead of legislating.

I came here 16 years ago and have
watched for a number of years as we
have legislated—and “legislated”
means getting votes on amendments.
Getting votes on amendments happens
much quicker than trying to make
some Kkind of deal to limit amend-
ments. Yes, some of the amendments in
all those years have not been relevant
to the bill we were talking about. Usu-
ally, once they have been covered, they
are kind of done with and they do not
come up on every bill. But the same
tactic has been used to stifle amend-
ments to bills, even relevant ones.

Both sides are at fault. It is not just
one side. Both sides are stopping
amendments from being voted on. We
need to vote on amendments. Of
course, the first one up is one I have
been working on. The reason it is being
brought up on this bill is that this is
the first bill after a recess on which we
can put anything.

During the recess, there was a huge
change in the health care reform bill.
That huge change was that the Presi-
dent decided he would exempt Congress
from being under the bill, from having
to do the same thing the rest of Amer-
ica will do. If you work in a business in
America, a private business, and your
business does not provide insurance
and you have to go on the exchange—
now, of course, the Senate and Federal
Government provides insurance, but we
all agreed we would go on the exchange
because the American people had to go
on the exchange. When we go on the ex-
change, we should have to abide by the
same rules as anybody else who goes on
the exchange.

Private business, if they say we are
not going to buy insurance, their peo-
ple have to go on the exchange, and if
they go on the exchange, they cannot
get a contribution from their employer
for their insurance. There is a subsidy
for people who earn under, I think it is
$42,000 a year as an individual or $92,000
as a family. They can get a Federal
subsidy. They cannot get a subsidy
from their employer.

The President decided, through the
Office of Personnel Management, that
Senators should be able to move that
contribution over to the exchanges.
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That is different from everybody else.
We should have to live under the same
laws we passed. That was the conten-
tion we made when we put that amend-
ment in the bill. That amendment went
in the bill in the Health, Education,
Labor & Pensions Committee. It went
in the bill in the Finance Committee.
It was agreed to on the floor of the
Senate. We said we ought to be under
the same rules as everybody else when
it comes to the health exchanges, and
we ought to try those health exchanges
so we can see what America is going
through.

We did that. We did it—maybe did it
to ourselves—but that is the way gov-
ernment ought to work, with those who
pass the law living under the law. All
we are asking for is a vote to see if the
Senate agrees we ought to live under
the law the way the other people will
have to live under the law.

As far as delaying the bill, it only
takes probably 30 minutes for a 15-
minute vote. It should only take 15
minutes for a 15-minute vote, but it
takes 30 minutes at least, sometimes a
couple hours for a 15-minute vote, if it
is a close one and they want to nego-
tiate with some of the people voting on
it, but we ought to have to vote on it.
We ought to put our names on the line
as to how we feel about having the
American people in a situation where
their employer cannot contribute to
their health insurance if they go on the
exchange and make that same law
apply to us.

I traveled Wyoming during the re-
cess. We traveled about 6,000 miles by
car, and I did a lot of listening ses-
sions. I never heard anybody say, no, I
think Congress ought to be able to con-
tinue doing what they have been doing
before; instead, Congress ought to
come under the same law.

There is a little addition to this bill
that we did not put in the original bill.
Maybe that is what is holding it up.
That little addition to the bill is say-
ing the President and the Vice Presi-
dent and the President’s appointees
should come under the same rules as
Congress in this instance, going into
the exchange. I hope the President,
since the bill is kind of named after
him, would want to be under the bill
just like everybody else. If we are not
going to allow contributions from busi-
nesses to go to regular people who go
onto the exchange, then the same rule
ought to apply to us.

That is pretty much what the amend-
ment says. It clarifies the law and
makes sure the Office of Personnel
Management cannot exempt us without
authority. It is more than a clarifica-
tion, it is a complete reversal of what
we passed in this body. When we passed
it, I think on the floor it was unani-
mous. That means it was pretty bipar-
tisan. That means we all agreed that
maybe we ought to live under the same
laws as the rest of the people in Amer-
ica.

Let’s just have a vote on it. As I say,
30 minutes is about all it would take
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for a 15-minute vote and we could move
on to other issues. That is the way we
used to do things around here. It was
not unusual for a bill to have 150
amendments. I don’t ever remember
voting on 150 amendments because
there is some duplication in amend-
ments that are turned in. There are
also some people who realize, as the de-
bate goes along, that their amendment
would not pass and they do not want it
to be voted on and lose when they
might be able to win with it later. Of
course I am in favor of doing relevant
amendments on bills. You will find
usually any amendment I am signed on
to is relevant to the bill.

The reason this is an exception is be-
cause it came up during the recess and
the effect begins on October 1. I do not
know what other bills are going to
come up before October 1. At the pace
we are going, this will not even make
it by October 1. Just voting on bills
rather than trying to negotiate it down
to a 10-vote package—on the immigra-
tion bill I think we had 9 votes. It took
us 3 weeks. There were about 200
amendments, probably 150 that could
have been voted on and in 3 weeks I
think we could have been through 150
of them and it would have made it a
better bill. That is what legislating is.

All of those would not have passed.
Maybe very few would have passed.
Maybe only 9 would have passed. But
people would have had a decision and
would have been able to represent what
their people back home are telling
them, and that is what we are supposed
to do here. The reason the Senate has
the rules it does is so we can actually
represent the people back home. One of
the ways we do that is through amend-
ments. Occasionally, there will be sur-
prises that something that is not rel-
evant might wind up on a bill. Usually,
if it is not relevant, it gets defeated.
There is usually a way to process a
whole lot of amendments in a hurry;
that is, with a tabling motion, but we
are just not getting the vote. We ought
to do some voting around here and
move on.

This is an important bill, and there
are some good amendments that have
been turned in on which we would also
like a vote. We should go through them
and then we can be a productive body.
Then we could cover a lot of bills that
would go through in about 3 days, but
we spend days negotiating not having
amendments, and when we have that
pent-up objection to our amendments
not getting on there, it gets more pent
up, more angry, more divisive, more
partisan as the process goes by.

What I have referred to, the way the
Senate used to work—just vote on
amendments. We will not like all of
them. We know some of them will wind
up in an ad against us when we run, but
that has always been the case and
there is no reason to change it now.

I hope we vote on amendments and
get busy. It is an important bill. I
would like to see the bill finished. We
need to do a lot of things on energy for
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this country, particularly to keep en-
ergy prices down where people expect
them to be. Again, let’s vote.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I certainly appreciate the comments
from my friend and fellow Senator. He
does speak to the obvious. We have an
opportunity for some amendments on
what I think most of us would agree is
an important bill, this energy effi-
ciency bill. How we move forward is in-
dicative of whether this is a body that
is going to start working, whether this
is going to be a body that is defined as
dysfunctional or, as was suggested ear-
lier in a report that came out early in
September, that this Senate could
prove to be the least productive in our
Senate history.

That is not a title or a banner this
Senator wants to wear. I think we want
to work around here. I think we want
to try to produce. I think we want to
legislate. In fact, I know that is what I
want to do. That is why I applaud my
colleagues, Senator SHAHEEN and Sen-
ator PORTMAN, for all of the effort they
have given—themselves, their staffs
working with the chairman of the en-
ergy committee, his staff, my staff
working together for a couple of years
now—to produce what I think is a pret-
ty good bill. This is a bill that is fo-
cused on a piece of our energy port-
folio, if you will, that is critically im-
portant: the aspect of efficiency and
how we work to use less.

What we have in front of us is not
legislation that is controversial in the
sense that it is pitting different phi-
losophies against one another. We are
bogged down in our own inertia and
cannot figure out how we even get to
start. That is a pretty poor reflection
on us. The way we get to start is how
we started this debate just a few days
ago, when Senator WYDEN and I came
to the floor with the sponsors of the
bill, Senator SHAHEEN, Senator
PORTMAN, and we said: OK, great bill.
We talked about the advantages of en-
ergy efficiency and all that Shaheen-
Portman delivers, this very bipartisan
product and effort.

Then we started talking about
amendments, amendments that would
actually strengthen this bill. We had
no fewer than one dozen Members come
to the floor, on both sides of the aisle,
talking about their good ideas, how we
are going to build in more effi-
ciencies—whether it is in our schools
or public buildings; how we can help
nonprofits. These are all good, strong,
healthy ideas.

Then we are here today and, as my
friend from Wyoming has indicated, we
are stalled out. We are not moving for-
ward. The majority leader suggested
this morning—his words, not mine—
that we perhaps would not finish this
legislation. That is quite disturbing to
me. That is quite disturbing to me be-
cause if we cannot finish legislation
such as an energy efficiency bill, some-
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thing that most of us would recognize
is a good approach to our energy issues
in this country, what are we going to
be able to do on the very big stuff?

We talk about pent-up demand for
amendments. Let me suggest there is a
pent-up demand for real energy legisla-
tion. For 5 years now we have not seen
an energy measure debated on the floor
of the Senate. That doesn’t mean we
have not passed some good energy bills.
In fact, I was pleased to work with the
chairman in passing two hydroelectric
bills just before the August recess.
These are good bills. These are truly
going to help us as we work to reduce
our emissions, provide for jobs, provide
for greater electrification across the
country. These are good. But we have
not had that good, comprehensive dis-
cussion about the energy issues that
have impacted our Nation in the past 5
years.

Think about what has happened in 5
years. Five years ago, if someone had
mentioned the shale revolution, people
would not have had a clue what they
were talking about.

Think about what has happened with
natural gas over the past 5 years. The
Presiding Officer knows full well be-
cause her State has the lowest unem-
ployment in the Nation. The Presiding
Officer represents a State where almost
everybody has a job. In fact, most peo-
ple have two or three jobs.

When you think about the changing
dynamics of an energy world, think
about it in the context of a timeline.
What happened over the last 5 years?
Boom. Think about what happened to
the economy. We read the articles from
just a couple of weeks ago about how
natural gas is not only helping those
who work in the industry, it is a rising
tide that lifts all boats. When people
are paying less for their utilities, it al-
lows them to spend more on the econ-
omy, and as a result everyone is bene-
fiting. Our economy is benefiting and
the unemployment picture is improv-
ing.

We are seeing good, positive things
because of our energy future. Every-
body seems to be bullish about it ex-
cept us in the Senate because we can-
not seem to get an energy bill to the
floor. When we do finally have a bill,
after years of good hard work by good
folks wanting to do the right thing, we
get to the floor and we get stalled out.

Again, there is pent-up demand for
amendments because what we have
known as regular order has not been so
regular anymore. The chairman of the
energy committee, and I, as the rank-
ing member, think we have worked
very hard. We have worked diligently
on a daily basis to make sure we are
working within our committee. We are
producing bills.

In fact, as I understand, our com-
mittee has produced more than half of
all the bills that have been reported
and are ready for action on the floor.
We have rolled up our sleeves and said:
There are going to be areas where we
disagree, but on those areas where we
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can come together and make some
good happen, let’s make it happen, and
we have been doing that. But you know
what. If a committee works hard and
produces good things and still doesn’t
g0 anywhere—wow. After a while we
wonder why we are working so hard
around here.

I know why I am working hard. I am
working hard because the people in my
State pay more for their energy than
anyplace else in the country. I am
working hard to make sure we have
jobs for Alaskans and jobs for all peo-
ple. I am working hard because I think
the energy policy is fundamental to ev-
erything we do. We need to have the
opportunity to have a full-on debate,
and if we have some amendments that
are tough, that is the way it is. Nobody
asked me to come here and represent
the people of Alaska because they
knew that every vote was going to be
easy. That is not how it works. Let’s
take some of the hard votes and let’s
get to the business at hand, which is a
good, strong, bipartisan energy effi-
ciency bill. Then when we are done
with that one, I want to work with the
chairman to address the unfinished
business.

I want to work on measures that will
help us enhance our energy production,
whether it is with our natural gas on-
shore or offshore, whether it is to do
what we can so we truly become an en-
ergy-independent nation or whether it
is how we deal with some pretty hard
issues, such as how we treat our nu-
clear waste and how we are going to
move forward with an energy future
that is based on renewables and alter-
natives, which I am all about.

We all stand here and talk about an
““all of the above’ approach. But you
know what. People stop believing it
when we just talk about it and we don’t
do anything to enhance our policies be-
cause we cannot get a bill to the floor.
Then, when we get a bill to the floor,
we hamstring ourselves.

I am not ready to give up on this en-
ergy efficiency bill. I am not ready to
give up on energy policy or legislating
in the energy sector just because we
are getting bogged down. We have to
demonstrate to the American public
that we are governing. They are asking
us to lead in an area on which we have
not legislated in 5 years.

I know my colleague from Oregon,
the chairman, agrees with me when I
say we had some issues within our
committee, and we are proud of the
work we have done. We have proposals
that focus on how we can make exist-
ing programs better or perhaps we need
to repeal them. We have worked hard
on a bipartisan basis with the author-
izers and the appropriators to develop a
good, solid proposal for how we deal
with nuclear waste. If we cannot move
forward on energy efficiency, how are
we going to tackle these hard issues?
How are we going to tackle the issues
as they relate to this amazing expan-
sion of natural gas and the recognition
that we need to have an infrastructure
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that keeps up with demand and every-
thing else that is going on?

We are not giving up on this bill. We
are not going to give up on the good bi-
partisan work Senator SHAHEEN and
Senator PORTMAN have crafted. There
are many other Members who have
stepped forward to say: This is good
stuff. Let’s make it happen. So there is
a lot of pent-up demand. For those who
have waited a couple of weeks for their
amendment, good. We need to address
those too. But let’s not sacrifice a
good, strong bill that can be made bet-
ter by good amendments to the bill
itself. Let’s not sacrifice that. This is a
bill that has been in process for a cou-
ple of years because folks are saying: I
have to have my piece right now. We
can figure out how we craft an agree-
ment that is workable from both sides.

I am certainly prepared to continue
that work, and if the deal that has been
offered at this point in time is not ac-
ceptable, OK, let’s go back and figure
out what is going to be acceptable.
Let’s not throw in the towel. This is
too important. We have too much pent-
up demand for energy solutions for this
country.

I am here to stay focused on the
issues at hand, but what we have in
front of us—the bill we are working
on—is a good, strong, bipartisan energy
efficiency bill, and I want to continue
that. I know my colleague, the chair-
man of the committee, wants to con-
tinue with that, and I think that is our
effort here.

With that, I thank those who have
stuck with us throughout this past
week, but I am hoping we are going to
be sticking with this for a while longer
and we are going to see this bill cross
the finish line.

I know the chairman wants to speak
as well.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. I could see that we
both—the Presiding Officer and I—were
riveted by Senator MURKOWSKI and her
remarks for a reason. Her remarks
were truly inspiring. I will just say I
think the Senate needed to hear Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI’s remarks, and I think
that is why the Senator from North
Dakota, and all of us, were listening so
carefully.

I just want to highlight some of what
Senator MURKOWSKI said. The bill we
are considering now is pretty much the
platonic ideal for consensus legisla-
tion. It pretty much follows the kind of
rules Senator ENzI and Senator Ken-
nedy used to talk about—that wonder-
ful 80-20 rule. I remember Senator ENZI
talking to me about how they would
try to agree on 80 percent but may not
agree on 20 percent.

The Shaheen-Portman legislation has
the Kennedy-Enzi type of principle,
where 80 percent of it is common
ground that makes sense, doesn’t have
any mandates, uses the private sector,
and focuses on efficiency which creates
jobs. Frankly, around the world, some
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of the other countries try to get ahead
by paying people low wages. We are
trying to get ahead with legislation
such as this, so we can wring more
value out of the American economy
and save money for businesses and con-
sumers.

I think Senator SHAHEEN and Senator
PORTMAN are going to talk more about
the 3 years they put into meeting that
kind of Kennedy-Enzi principle of good
government and finding common
ground. I can tell everyone that when
they write a textbook on how we ought
to put together a bipartisan bill, these
two fine Senators have complied with
it.

It is not by osmosis that they got the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers,
and the Business Roundtable to meet
halfway with some of the country’s
leading environmental groups. It is be-
cause—as the Senator from New Hamp-
shire and the Senator from Ohio dem-
onstrated—they were out there sweat-
ing the efforts to try to find common
ground. Of course, neither side gets ex-
actly what they want, but that is how
they built this extraordinary coalition.

Point No. 2 that Senator MURKOWSKI
addressed—and I think it is very im-
portant as it was highlighted by my
visit to the Presiding Officer’s State in
the last few days—is the whole ques-
tion with respect to future legislation.

I come from a State—my colleagues
know this—that doesn’t produce any
fossil fuels. We are a hydrostate and we
have renewables, so a lot of people said:
RON is going to be chairman of the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources so nobody is going to talk
about anything except hydro and re-
newables.

The first hearing we held in our com-
mittee was on natural gas. The reason
why Senator MURKOWSKI and I made
that decision jointly is because there
ought to be bipartisan common ground
on capping the potential of natural gas
for our country, our consumers, and
the planet. It is 50 percent cleaner than
the other fossil fuels. We have it, the
world wants it, and a lot of companies
are talking about coming back from
overseas because they want that pric-
ing advantage.

What I have been talking about to
Senators—and I do it at every oppor-
tunity—is how do we find a win-win ap-
proach that is good for the consumer
and good for business and good for the
environment? For example, for natural
gas we are going to need a way to get
that gas to markets, and that is going
to mean more pipelines. So one of the
ideas that I want to talk about with
Senators on our committee as well as
off the committee is, wouldn’t it make
sense to say if we are going to need
more pipelines, the pipelines of the fu-
ture ought to be better, meet the needs
of the industry, and also help us get
that added little benefit for consumers
and the planet by not wasting energy.

I saw folks in North Dakota working
really hard to try to deal with flaring
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and these methane emissions. So what
I would like to do is exactly what Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI described this morn-
ing. She wants to get a bipartisan en-
ergy efficiency bill, which is a logical
place to start, as the Senator said, on
the ‘“‘all of the above’ strategy.

When we are done with that, we are
going to move on to a whole host of
other issues and in each case take as
our lodestar this kind of win-win con-
cept that can bring people together to
find some common ground so we can
tackle big issues. If we do that in the
energy context, we will be doing some-
thing that helps create good-paying
jobs, helps the consumer, and is also
good for the planet.

My sense right now is that we have a
number of issues colleagues on the
other side of the aisle have felt strong-
ly about for quite some time.

I think there is a real chance—and I
have been advocating for it—to work
out an agreement to deal with the two
issues that have been particularly on
the minds of some colleagues on the
other side of the aisle—the health care
issue and Keystone. Certainly I think
there is a way to find common ground
on those two issues procedurally so we
could have a vote on two issues I have
heard particularly conservative col-
leagues say are extraordinarily impor-
tant to them. At that point, if our lead-
ership could get an agreement on those
two—and they could negotiate on any
other matters where we could agree—
but what we would ensure is we
wouldn’t have a situation where, in ef-
fect, a handful of colleagues who want
to offer amendments unrelated to en-
ergy efficiency wouldn’t be blocking
dozens of Senators of both political
parties who would like to offer bipar-
tisan energy efficiency amendments.
That is what we would face if we don’t
find a way to work this out.

I am part of this ‘““‘we aren’t giving up
caucus’ Senator MURKOWSKI described,
because I think we came here to find a
way to come together and deal with
these issues. I will say, speaking for
myself, if there is one thing I want to
be able to take away from my time in
public service—just one thing—and I
would say to Senator MURKOWSKI that
apparently the Presiding Officer was a
volunteer in my first campaign; I was a
Gray Panther, had a full head of hair
and rugged good looks and all that—
she is denying that, I can tell—if there
is one thing I wish to take away from
my time in public service it is what
Senator MURKOWSKI alluded to, which
is that we did everything on our watch
to find common ground and deal with
some of these issues.

That is why Senator ISAKSON and I
have a fresh approach that I think will
appeal to both sides of the aisle on
Medicare. I have been involved with
Senators on bipartisan tax reform, and
Senator MURKOWSKI and I have been
working on energy. She said, Let’s not
miss this ideal opportunity to put good
government into action and that is by
moving ahead with the Shaheen-
Portman legislation.
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Let us get an agreement. I think it
ought to be achievable in the next few
hours. I am going to go back—I have
met with leadership on both sides and
I am making the case that I think
there is a procedural way out. I think
Senator MURKOWSKI described it with
the goodwill she demonstrated in what
I thought was an inspiring address, and
I can tell the Presiding Officer thought
the same thing. I think we can find our
way out of this.

I see the sponsors of the underlying
legislation, Senator SHAHEEN and Sen-
ator PORTMAN, on the floor. I wish to
thank them for the fact they have con-
sistently said throughout this process
they are willing to work with Senator
MURKOWSKI and me for this kind of pro-
cedural route forward, and I think it is
achievable, particularly if Senators re-
flect on the outstanding remarks just
given by the Senator from Alaska.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President, I
am pleased to join Chairman WYDEN
and Ranking Member MURKOWSKI on
the floor of the Senate today. I want to
sign up for the ‘‘get it done caucus,”
because I think this is legislation we
can get done. It has bipartisan support
from 1 believe the majority of the
Members in this Senate. I think if we
can get some agreement to move for-
ward on this legislation and on the
amendments, we can show the public,
which is very frustrated with what is
happening here in Washington, that we
can actually get something done.

I wish to thank Senator WYDEN and
Senator MURKOWSKI for all of their
great work on the energy committee. I
had the opportunity to serve my first 4
years on the energy committee. It is a
great committee. They have done a ter-
rific job of showing what it is like to be
able to get work done, to be able to get
people to come together and figure out
where they can get agreement and
move forward. It was in that spirit that
Senator PORTMAN and I started work-
ing together 3 years ago, when we were
both members of the energy com-
mittee, on energy efficiency legisla-
tion, working with the Alliance to
Save Energy, and a number of members
of the business community, and with
all of these groups that have endorsed
this legislation, to try and put to-
gether a bill where we could find some
agreement. There has been a lot of di-
vision around energy issues in the last
decade or so.

That is why it has been I think 6
years—actually since 2007—since an en-
ergy bill has come to the floor of the
Senate, because there are those of us
who believe the best way forward is to
focus on fossil fuels and more oil and
gas. There are others who believe alter-
natives and renewables, hydro and
solar and wind, are the best way for-
ward.

One of the aspects that is true in this
entire energy debate, whether one
comes from North Dakota, as the Pre-
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siding Officer does, or New Hampshire,
as I do, is that energy efficiency bene-
fits all of us. It doesn’t matter which
form of energy one supports or which
region of the country one is from; this
is a place where we can get some con-
sensus. It is agreement that allows us
to move forward on job creation; it al-
lows us to move forward on saving on
pollution.

We have had several Senators on the
floor over the last couple of days talk-
ing about the challenges of climate
change and what is happening with our
weather. This is a way to save on those
emissions. It is a way to address cost
savings. I have been to businesses all
over New Hampshire that have been
able to stay competitive because they
have reduced their energy costs. In a
State such as New Hampshire where we
have the sixth highest energy costs in
the country, it is important for us to
figure out how we can lower those
costs. That is one of the things this bill
does.

The other aspect of the legislation
that we haven’t talked about as much
on the floor is it reduces our depend-
ence on foreign oil and foreign sources
of energy, so it is also critical to our
national security. As we think about
our energy challenges in the future,
making sure we can produce the energy
we use in the United States is very im-
portant. As we think about what is
happening in the Middle East, as we
think about the challenges we have to
stay competitive in the world, energy,
as Senator MURKOWSKI said so well, is
something that affects everything we

o.

This bill has been criticized by some
quarters for not being robust enough. I
appreciate there are provisions in the
legislation I might not have chosen to
put in. There are others I would like to
have seen in it we didn’t get consensus
on. But I think that is what we are
talking about when we are talking
about how do we reach consensus on a
bipartisan bill and how do we get some-
thing done that can get through not
only the Senate but the House. I think
we have a good start in this legislation.

The bill would do several things.
First, it would strengthen national
model building codes to make new
homes and new commercial buildings
more energy efficient. We know about
40 percent of our energy used in this
country is used in buildings, so making
sure those buildings are more energy
efficient is critical. It is particularly
important for those of us who are in
the northeast. In New Hampshire we
have a lot of old buildings because we
are an older part of the country, so we
have a lot of buildings that have been
there for a long time and we need to do
what we can to make them more en-
ergy efficient.

Then the legislation would also train
the next generation of workers in en-
ergy-efficient commercial building de-
sign and operation. It would expand on
university-based building training and
research assessment centers—some-
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thing that is very important as we
think about the future workforce.

Let me go back because when 1
talked about the national model build-
ing codes, I wanted to make sure every-
body is clear that these building codes
are voluntary; they are not mandatory.
As Senator PORTMAN has said so well,
there are no mandates in this legisla-
tion. This is an effort to look at incen-
tives, to look at how we can encourage
the private sector and consumers to be
more energy efficient.

Then the bill also deals with the
manufacturing sector, which is the big-
gest user of energy in our economy. It
directs the Department of Energy to
work closely with private sector part-
ners to encourage research, develop-
ment, and commercialization of inno-
vative energy-efficient technology and
processes for industrial applications.
That is a mouthful, but what it says
is—and this is something we heard
from stakeholders, from those busi-
nesses that work in the energy indus-
try, which is they want to have a bet-
ter working relationship with the De-
partment of Energy. They want to be
able to feel as though there is support
there as they are trying to take tech-
nologies to commercialization. It also
helps manufacturers reduce energy use
and become more competitive by
incentivizing the use of more energy-
efficient electric motors and trans-
formers.

About 4 percent of energy use in this
country is through electric motors and
transformers. I have been interested in
transformers because we have a com-
pany in New Hampshire called Warner
Power that has made the first break-
through in transformer design in 100
years. If we can get their energy-effi-
cient transformers, or something like
them, into buildings and projects
across the country, we could save sig-
nificant amounts of energy.

As we look at the manufacturing sec-
tor, the legislation also establishes a
program called Supply Star, to help
make companies look at their supply
chains and figure out how to make
their supply chains more efficient. I
can remember when I was on the en-
ergy committee and we were talking
about this whole issue of supply chains
and we were debating whether it was
important to encourage companies to
look at their supply chains, people
were saying, It doesn’t make that
much difference in terms of the actual
energy use. I pointed out that we have
a company in New Hampshire called
Stoneyfield Farm that makes yogurt—
great yogurt. If my colleagues haven’t
had it, they should try it. But they
have been very interested in being
more energy efficient. They have
looked at all of their processes and
they have figured out how they can do
the best possible job at saving on en-
ergy. What they discovered is their big-
gest problem isn’t how they produce
the yogurt, it is the cows they depend
upon for the milk to produce the yo-
gurt because the cows release so much
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methane. That was the problem in
terms of their supply chain and with
the amount of energy they were using.
So helping companies take a look at
their supply chain and figure out how
to reduce the energy use through that
supply chain is very important and it
is an important piece of this bill.

Then the third section in the legisla-
tion deals with the Federal Govern-
ment. I know all of us know this be-
cause we are here and we are working
hard on energy. The Federal Govern-
ment is the biggest user of energy in
this country. Most of that energy is
used by the military. About 93 percent
is used by the military. The military
understands it is important for them to
figure out how to be more energy effi-
cient. They have been real leaders in
government—the Navy in particular,
but all branches in the military have
looked at how they can be more effi-
cient in using energy. Our legislation
tries to incentivize the rest of the gov-
ernment to catch up with the military.
So we would ask agencies to look at
data centers—and we have some very
good amendments from Senators RISCH
and UDALL and Senator COBURN to take
a look at data centers because they are
a big waster of energy in the Federal
Government. It would allow Federal
agencies to use existing funds to up-
date plans when they are constructing
new buildings so they can make them
more energy efficient. We have a num-
ber of amendments which would also
address how we can make the Federal
Government more energy efficient and
be a leader as we look at what is hap-
pening in the private sector to save on
energy, so this bill is a very good start
for how to address energy efficiency.
Senators MURKOWSKI and WYDEN have
said we have over a dozen agreed to, bi-
partisan amendments that would make
the bill even better. I hope we can get
to those amendments. I think it is real-
ly important for us to do this.

But to answer those people who say
that this is just a little bill, that it is
not going to make much difference, 1
would point to a new study that just
came out from the American Council
for an Energy-Efficient Economy. They
looked at this legislation without the
amendments—and the amendments are
going to make it better—and they said
that if we can pass this legislation, by
2025 the legislation will encourage the
creation of 136,000 new jobs, not just in
businesses that are going to be more ef-
ficient and so they can create more
jobs but in businesses that are pro-
ducing the energy-efficient tech-
nologies that are going to allow us to
be more energy efficient. By 2030 the
bill would net an annual savings of
over $13 billion to consumers, and it
would lower carbon dioxide emissions
and other air pollutants by the equiva-
lent of taking 22 million cars off the
road. That is a pretty good savings and
solution.

So, as we have all said, this is a win-
win-win. It makes sense for us to move
on this legislation. It makes sense for
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what we can accomplish with the legis-
lation itself. It makes sense in terms of
other energy issues that are pending
and what we need to do to make sure
we position the United States and our
businesses and our families to be more
energy efficient to be able to compete
in the new energy world we are enter-
ing.

We need to start now to address en-
ergy, and I hope we are going to be able
to get by the impediments that cur-
rently face us so we can begin to vote,
so we can adopt the great amendments
that have been proposed, and so we can
actually act on this bill.

Thank you very much, Madam Presi-
dent.

I am pleased to see my partner on
this legislation on the floor to talk
about why we need to pass this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I
appreciate the comments of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire on the im-
portant benefits of this legislation. I
will start by saying I think we are
pretty close to figuring out a way to
move forward if we can get both the
majority and the minority party lead-
ership teams to look at the list. We
have about a dozen bipartisan amend-
ments ready to go on. In fact, more
than half of those amendments have al-
ready been discussed at some length on
the floor, so I think the time agree-
ment could be relatively narrow, and
we could move quickly. Some of them
could be voice-voted. And then we have
some amendments that are not directly
related to energy efficiency but related
to energy. I would hope we could take
those up as well.

My understanding is that there has
been a general agreement to have a
vote on the Vitter amendment. That is
something I have heard on the floor
from leadership. And then we also have
a Keystone amendment that I think
there is an agreement to move forward
on that relates to energy more broadly
and one where I think this body has a
strong interest in expressing itself.

I hope we could figure out how to
move forward on this and do it quickly.
We are wasting time right now. We
have spent the last couple days on the
floor, again, talking about all these
amendments. So if there are concerns
about time, let’s get going because we
can process these amendments quickly.
I appreciate the fact that the majority
leader is working with us. He is keep-
ing the door open. So we are going
back and forth.

I really do believe this is a seminal
moment in the sense that if we cannot
even do a bipartisan bill like this on
energy efficiency that came out of the
committee with a 19-to-3 vote, what
can we do? It is an important piece of
legislation. It is not a major piece of
legislation like the continuing resolu-
tion or the debt limit or tax reform or
entitlement reform—things this body
knows it has to address—but it is a
step forward, and I think it would pro-
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vide a model for how we can move for-
ward on other issues.

We have spent 2% years working on
this legislation. We have been able to
garner the support of over 260 busi-
nesses and trade associations that be-
lieve this is good legislation for our
country. That is one reason we got a
19-to-3 vote out of committee. That is
one reason there is a lot of support on
the floor for this underlying bill. It is
ultimately about having a smart en-
ergy strategy.

I believe we should produce more en-
ergy here in this country, particularly
in the ground, in America, right now. I
think that is good for our economy and
our country. We should also use it
more efficiently. This is an oppor-
tunity to have a true ‘‘all of the above”’
strategy—in this case, energy effi-
ciency, going along with production
and other important elements of an en-
ergy strategy that makes sense. I hope
we will be able to make progress on
this today and move forward and start
to have some votes on these good
amendments that actually improve the
legislation, in my view.

The jobs issue is also one that is
paramount. Think about it. There is a
report out that my colleague from New
Hampshire talked about that says
there will be 136,000 additional jobs cre-
ated by this legislation by 2030. I think
that is a low-ball estimate because
there will be jobs created in energy ef-
ficiency. In other words, by encour-
aging—not through mandates because
there are no mandates in this legisla-
tion except on the Federal Government
to get them to practice what they
preach, as we talked about yesterday—
by encouragement and incentives,
there will be more jobs created in the
energy efficiency field. That is good for
our economy.

More significantly to me, there will
be jobs created because American busi-
nesses will be more competitive. They
will be able to spend less on energy and
more on expanding plant and equip-
ment and people, and they will be hir-
ing more people as they level the play-
ing field, in essence, on one of the es-
sential costs of doing business, which is
the cost of energy. We need that right
now. Our economy is weak. We have
not had the recovery all of us hoped
for. They say it is the weakest eco-
nomic recovery we have lived through
since the Great Depression. We simply
need to have that shot in the arm. This
is one way to do it. It is not the only
way to do it, but it would certainly
help.

Finally, it is going to help our econ-
omy in ways that are important. Right
now we have a trade deficit, and it is
driven by a couple factors. One is China
and the other is energy. Taking those
two out would be almost an even bal-
ance of payments. That trade deficit is
driven in part by the fact that we still
have this demand for a lot of foreign
energy. By making these relatively
small important steps in energy effi-
ciency, it will actually reduce our de-
pendency on foreign sources of energy.



S6560

As I said earlier, I think we should
produce more energy in this country.
That is part of the answer, but part of
it is also using it more efficiently,
using it more wisely, which I believe is
a conservative value, and it also hap-
pens to help on the trade deficit and
therefore will help our underlying
economy.

These are all positive aspects of this
legislation that I would think Members
on both sides of the aisle acknowledge.
If we cannot move forward again on
something that makes so much sense,
that does have that kind of support
across the aisle, I worry about whether
we can deal with these bigger issues
that we must deal with for the Amer-
ican people.

It also, of course, leads to a cleaner
environment. Why? Because of having
to build fewer powerplants. And
through efficiency you are going to
have fewer emissions.

This is why you have groups from the
chamber of commerce—which is key
voting this legislation, by the way—to
groups on the environmental side say-
ing this is good legislation. It makes
sense. Strange bedfellows when you
have the National Association of Man-
ufacturers and the chamber of com-
merce and other business groups with
environmental groups, such as the Nat-
ural Resources Defense Council, saying
this makes sense. Let’s move forward
with it.

I am hopeful we can move forward
not just on resolving these differences
on what amendments can be offered
and voted on but also move forward on
this underlying bill, send it to the
House, where there is interest in this
bill, where there is on both sides of the
aisle an interest in taking up efficiency
legislation, and then send it to the
President for his signature and actu-
ally be able to go home and say: You
know what. We did something here to
help create jobs, grow the economy,
have a cleaner environment, deal with
our trade deficit, and again create a
model for how other issues can be re-
solved.

For Members who are listening and
who have not come to the floor yet to
talk about their amendments, I hope
they will do that because we may have
a relatively narrow window now be-
cause of the fact that we are spending
so much time trying to resolve these
differences on which amendments can
get a vote. I am hopeful we will have
the opportunity to start voting today
yet. If we do, we can move quickly and
we can dispose of these issues.

By the way, some of the issues are
not directly related to energy effi-
ciency. If they do not come up on this
bill, they are going to come up on an-
other bill, so it is better, in my esti-
mation, for us to go ahead and have
some of these debates, have some of
these discussions, go ahead and see the
votes. Again, they should be subject to
time limitations. We should have a rea-
sonable list. We think we have a rea-
sonable list now, going back and forth,
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and I am hopeful we will be able to re-
solve that. But in the meantime, if
Members can come down and talk
about their amendments, that would be
very helpful for us to ensure we can get
to the underlying bill and move for-
ward.

I thank the chairman and the rank-
ing member because they have been
working very closely with us not just
for the last 2% years to put together
legislation that has this broad support,
but more recently they have been help-
ing Senator SHAHEEN and me to ensure
that we do have on both sides of the
aisle good lines of communication and
the ability to move forward with an en-
ergy bill. They care about efficiency. I
will let them speak for themselves, and
they have done that ably earlier today.
But they also care about an energy
agenda for our country, and they view
this as one of the first major pieces of
energy legislation that can lead then
to other bills.

For those who would like to discuss
broader energy topics but would not
have the ability to do it on this legisla-
tion—or maybe they do not have their
amendments fully formed on that—the
commitment from the chairman and
ranking member is that they are going
to have additional energy legislation. I
serve on the committee. I can tell you,
I have a strong interest in moving for-
ward on some of the fossil fuel legisla-
tion, for instance. They have made a
commitment to do that.

So there will be other opportunities
where we will have broader energy leg-
islation that deals with the production
side, deals with the important part of
our energy strategy—in addition to en-
ergy efficiency—that lets us truly have
an ‘‘all of the above’” energy strategy.
I thank them for that commitment and
for their strong work on this legisla-
tion. Once we move this, it will be
much easier then to see us move for-
ward on these other bills. Success be-
gets success.

With that, I am hopeful that Mem-
bers will come to the floor and talk
about their amendments—I see one of
my colleagues coming to the floor
now—and we can move forward with a
good discussion on energy issues and
move to these amendments as soon as
possible and then move to final pas-
sage.

I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
BALDWIN). The Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I
wish to thank my two colleagues from
New Hampshire and Ohio and, of
course, my colleagues from Alaska and
Oregon as well for their leadership on
this very important piece of legisla-
tion.

I have four amendments that I would
love to be considered, that I would love
to be included in the legislation, and I
hope we are able to move these for-
ward. But let me just talk about two of
those. I do not want to take the Sen-
ate’s time. I understand other Senators
may be on their way over to the floor
to speak.
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Let me first start with the Quadren-
nial Energy Review. This is something
on which I have worked with the Sen-
ator from Alaska and many others in
this Chamber. In fact, it is a bipartisan
amendment. It is amendment No. 1881.
Our cosponsors are Senators ALEX-
ANDER, BEGICH, BOOZMAN, COONS, HEIN-
RICH, TESTER, ToM UDALL, and WYDEN.
Again, it is a bipartisan group of Sen-
ators.

Basically, one of the things we have
learned from the Department of De-
fense is every 4 years they do a Quad-
rennial Defense Review, and that helps
them determine what is going on with-
in their agency as an agency. It helps
them determine the strengths and
weaknesses, the needs that need to be
addressed. It helps them plan, and it
also helps us make decisions. We want
to make good defense decisions. The
only way you do that is by knowing
what you have on hand and what you
need.

Well, this is the same for energy. We
have a lot of very well-intentioned en-
ergy programs and ideas that either
float around this Capitol Building or
float around the various Departments
or that are law right now. A lot of
these programs exist, but they are not
necessarily coordinated. There is no
one there who is really making sure all
of the dots connect and we are able to
have a smart energy policy.

So I feel like a Quadrennial Energy
Review, every 4 years we would go—the
Federal Government—top to bottom,
look at all of our energy needs, 1look at
our capabilities, look at our short-
comings, look at where we need to
focus our resources. Should we be doing
research in one area and should we be
focusing on manufacturing somewhere
else? But this will allow us to have a
good, solid review every 4 years so we
can make good decisions, so the var-
ious Departments can make good deci-
sions. Also, it will help industry know
kind of what is coming down the pike.
It will help bring us together and co-
ordinate in a very positive and con-
structive way.

So the Quadrennial Energy Review,
from my standpoint, is a very impor-
tant piece and building block. It is lay-
ing the foundation for having a smart
energy policy for this country. That is
one thing we need to recognize, quite
honestly, here in the Senate. Again, we
have good intentions, but we do not al-
ways have a good, cohesive, and smart
energy policy. So the QER is some-
thing I hope we would be able to get
through on this legislation and get this
legislation moving through the proc-
ess.

Let me give you one example, Madam
President, on the Quadrennial Energy
Review.

We have in our country now a lot
more domestic energy than we have
had in years past, and it is very excit-
ing. In my State we produce a lot of
natural gas through horizontal drilling
and fracking, et cetera, and that is
common in many other States around
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the country. I see some Senators here
where they have the same thing. Some-
times it is oil, sometimes it is gas,
sometimes it is both.

Let’s take natural gas for one mo-
ment. We have people come into my of-
fice, and they will say: Hey, this is
great that we have all of this natural
gas now. Why don’t we liquefy it and
export it? Okay. That is an idea. We
ought to talk about that and think
about that.

Or another group will come in and
say: Hey, we have all of this natural
gas. Why don’t we actually turn it into
diesel fuel? Okay, apparently you can
do that. The technology is there. Let’s
talk about that.

Then we have other folks who come
to us and they say: Why don’t we take
this natural gas and let’s convert our
diesel fleet over to natural gas? Here
again, okay, that all sounds good. But
I do not think you can do all three of
those things. We do not have any
mechanism right now to coordinate
that and put all of that together and
get consistent with our energy policies.

Mr. WYDEN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. PRYOR. Absolutely.

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, it
strikes me that the Senator’s idea is
practical right now. Because you look
at the changes we have seen in the last
4 or 5 years—particularly in areas such
as natural gas. We were talking about
it with the Senators from North Da-
kota. This would be the point of the
Senator’s amendment, to get the poli-
cies of the government to start being
reflective of what goes on in the mar-
ketplace. Four or five years ago in our
State we were having pitched battles
whether to develop import facilities for
natural gas. They were pretty spirited
discussions. People were getting hauled
out by the gendarmes and all of that.

Now we are having the same kind of
battles about whether we ought to
build export facilities. Is that the Sen-
ator’s desire, to make sure the govern-
ment and the policies of the govern-
ment sort of keep up with the times? It
strikes me the Senator from Arkansas
is proposing an amendment that is par-
ticularly timely right now.

Mr. PRYOR. That is exactly right. I
thank the Senator from Oregon for his
good question, because that is exactly
right. We need some mechanism to
make sure we are consistent and coher-
ent and cohesive in our energy policy
in the country. Things change. That is
why you want to do this about every 4
years. You do not need to do it every
year. It is too much work and too much
going on. But just as with the Depart-
ment of Defense, things change. What
happens is you get a benchmark from 4
years ago that suddenly you have a
good comparison. You have a baseline
that you can look back to 4 years ago
and see if you are making progress, if
your policy is going in the right direc-
tion.

Maybe in this case we have a lot of
energy programs that are not working
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very well. This will help us identify
those. Maybe we have some that are
working great, that we ought to be
spending more money on. This will
help us identify those.

I do thank the Senator for his ques-
tion.

I do see we have other Senators com-
ing to the floor.

Let me talk very quickly about one
other amendment I have. It is the vol-
untary certification program, here
again, bipartisan, working with Sen-
ator SESSIONS. It is amendment No.
1879. This is a very specific amendment
for some very specific industries: heat-
ing, cooling, commercial refrigeration
and water-heating products. This is not
economywide. This is very specific to
those industries. But right now what
they do is they self-certify. They self-
certify. I think they should be allowed
to continue to do that, assuming their
certification meets certain credible
and scientific standards, which I think
they do now. If they do not now, they
should.

But what this will do is actually save
the government money. There is no
reason why the Department of Energy
and others should be reviewing this and
making them do extra certification
and more testing, et cetera, when it
has already been done right now to the
standards everyone should accept.

I could talk more about this. I do see
I have a couple of colleagues here on
the floor. It is my understanding they
would like to speak.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I
hope we are moving to votes on this
bill, to votes on our ‘‘no Washington
exemption” language. I certainly con-
tinue to encourage that and continue
to support that.

The reason that is important, par-
ticularly on this ‘‘no Washington ex-
emption’ language is because unless
we act on October 1, what I think is a
completely illegal rule from the Obama
administration that does create a spe-
cial Washington exemption will go into
effect.

First of all, I think it is very unfor-
tunate, sure is frustrating, that I and
others have to be here on the floor
blocking an illegal rule in the first
place. Because, you see, on this point
ObamaCare is clear. The actual statu-
tory language of ObamaCare says
clearly that all Members of Congress
and their congressional staff go to the
exchange. It is crystal clear about
that. All of us. In another section, sec-
tion 1512, it also says clearly any folks
going to the exchange lose their em-
ployer-based subsidy. That is crystal
clear.

CHUCK GRASSLEY, our distinguished
colleague, authored this provision. He
could not have been more clear about
where he was coming from about the
intent. He said at the time, ‘“The more
that Congress experiences the laws it
passes, the better.”” He is exactly right.
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That is what this is all about. That is
what that provision is all about. Legal
experts such as David Ermer, a lawyer
who has represented insurers in the
Federal employee program for 30 years,
said clearly, ‘I do not think members
of Congress and their staff can get
funds for coverage in the exchanges
under existing law.”

That is very clear, particularly from
the precise language of the ObamaCare
statute. So it is pretty darn frustrating
that my colleagues and I who are push-
ing this ‘‘no Washington exemption”
language have to be here doing this to
begin with. It is all because of an ille-
gal rule to bail out Congress, to create
out of thin air a Washington exemption
that will go into effect, unless we act,
October 1. So that is why we must act.
That is why we must vote in a timely
way.

The first thing this illegal rule says
is, we do not know what staff are cov-
ered so we are going to leave it up to
each individual Member of Congress to
even decide which, if any, of their staff
have to go to the exchange. That is a
ludicrous interpretation of the clear
statutory language. It is ludicrous on
its face, because that language says
“‘all official staff.”

Secondly, and even more outrageous
in my opinion, this illegal rule says:
Whoever does go to the exchange from
Congress, from staff, gets this very
generous taxpayer-funded subsidy
transferred from the Federal employ-
ees health benefits plan which we are
leaving to the exchange. Where did
that come from? That is not in
ObamaCare. In fact, section 1512 of
ObamaCare says exactly the opposite
with regard to all employer-based con-
tributions. So where did that come
from? It came out of thin air. It came
from intense lobbying to have Presi-
dent Obama create this special Wash-
ington exemption.

I urge all of my colleagues to do the
right thing and say, you know what,
the first most basic rule of democracy
is we should be treated the same as
America under the laws we pass. That
should be true across the board, cer-
tainly including ObamaCare.

That is why the Heritage Foundation
recently said:

Obama’s action to benefit the political
class is the latest example of this adminis-
tration doing whatever it wants, regardless
of whether it has the authority to do so. The
Office of Personnel Management overstepped
its authority when it carried out the Presi-
dent’s request to exempt Congress from the
requirements of the health care law. Chang-
ing laws is the responsibility of the legisla-
tive branch, not the executive.

They also said:

Millions of Americans are going to be los-
ing their existing coverage and paying more
for health insurance. Under the Vitter
amendment, so would the Obama administra-
tion’s appointees, Congress and congres-
sional staff. They baked that cake, now they
can eat it too.

Similarly, National Review said re-
cently:

Most
that—

employment lawyers interpreted
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Meaning the ObamaCare language
—to mean that the taxpayer-funded federal
health insurance subsidies dispensed to those
on Congress’s payroll—which now range from
$5,000 to $11,000 a year—would have to end.

A little later in the same opinion
piece they wrote:

Under behind-the-scenes pressure from
members of Congress in both parties, Presi-
dent Obama used the quiet of the August re-
cess to personally order the Office of Per-
sonnel Management, which supervisors Fed-
eral employment issues, to interpret the law
so as to retain the generous Congressional
benefits.

The Wall Street Journal has also
weighed in. I think they are right.

The issue is the White House’s recent
ObamaCare bailout for members of Congress
and their staffs. If Republicans want to show
that they stand for something, this is it. If
they really are willing to do whatever it
takes to oppose this law, there would be no
more meaningful way to prove it.

As I said, the author of this original
provision of ObamaCare made it per-
fectly clear where he was coming from.
That is our distinguished colleague
CHUCK GRASSLEY. ‘‘The more that Con-
gress experiences the laws it passes,
the better.” The distinguished lawyer
regarding this area of law, David
Ermer, also said, it is clear: ‘I do not
think members of Congress and their
staff can get funds for coverage in the
exchanges under existing law.”

That is why we have to act and have
to vote before October 1.

Finally, in closing, let me say, I want
to be very direct and ask Members and
the public to beware of another ap-
proach to defeating this ‘‘no Wash-
ington exemption” language. That ap-
proach is pretty clever and it is pretty
cynical. That approach is to say: Oh,
this is a great idea, but we actually
need to expand this to all Federal em-
ployees.

There are Members promoting this
approach, particularly on the Repub-
lican side. That will have one effect
and one effect only: It will help ensure
absolutely, no ifs, ands, or buts, that
my language does not pass or that lan-
guage does not pass. In fact, one of the
main Republican proponents of that
language said in a meeting which I at-
tended: This will be perfect because
under that scenario, under that lan-
guage, all Republicans can vote yes, all
Democrats can vote no, and it will be
killed and we will keep the subsidy.

That is the game. That is the point.
That is what is going on. We need a
straight up-or-down vote on this ‘‘no
Washington exemption” language
which is filed as an amendment to this
bill on the floor, which is filed as a sep-
arate bill. I very much look forward to
that before October 1.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

(The remarks of Mr. HATCH per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1518
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘“‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. HATCH. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CARDIN. I wish to commend
Senator SHAHEEN and Senator
PORTMAN for their hard work in bring-
ing a bipartisan bill to the floor that
will boost energy efficiency in govern-
ment, in industry, and in commercial
and residential buildings. This bill will
help increase our economic competi-

tiveness, enhance our national secu-
rity, and combat global climate
change.

Energy efficiency improvements are
a smart, cost-effective way to reduce
pollution, increase the competitiveness
of our manufacturers, and put people
back to work in the building trades.

We don’t have an energy problem in
this country; we have a waste problem.
Last October the Department of En-
ergy and Lawrence Livermore National
Labs calculated that we waste 57 per-
cent of all energy produced—>57 percent.
We are becoming more energy efficient,
but we have a long way to go, which is
why the Shaheen-Portman bill is so
important.

I wish to speak about two changes I
would like to see in the Tax Code that
would help us achieve our goals of en-
ergy efficiency. I have worked on two
bills in this regard and I will be speak-
ing about them as we go through this
session of Congress. I have noted
amendments, but as I think the Pre-
siding Officer is well aware, to try to
put a tax provision on a bill that origi-
nates in the Senate causes what is
known as the blue slip when the bill is
taken to the House, since all tax bills
must originate in the House of Rep-
resentatives. Therefore, I will be look-
ing for opportunities to advance these
two energy-related bills but will not
have the opportunity on the legislation
that is before us.

Energy efficiency is as important as
renewables, nuclear, and fossil fuels in
an ‘“‘all of the above” strategy to meet
the Nation’s energy demands. In fact,
the cheapest, cleanest ‘‘energy’”’ we
have is the energy we don’t need be-
cause of energy efficiency improve-
ments.

Our Tax Code in turn can be an effec-
tive tool in promoting energy effi-
ciency. Consider that buildings account
for more than 40 percent of our energy
consumption in the United States. So
by encouraging businesses to make en-
ergy-efficient upgrades in their build-
ings, we can reach substantial energy
savings. A recent study by McKinsey &
Company backs me up. The study con-
cluded that maximizing energy effi-
ciency for homes and commercial
buildings could help our country re-
duce energy consumption by 23 percent
by 2020 and cut greenhouse gas emis-
sions by 1.1 gigatons annually. This is
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the equivalent of taking all passenger
cars and light trucks off the road for a
year.

Making buildings more efficient is
more cost-effective than developing
new energy sources. Current building
codes are already making new con-
struction significantly more efficient,
but a boost is needed for older struc-
tures.

Up to 80 percent of the buildings
standing today will still be here in 2050,
s0 encouraging the retrofitting of ex-
isting buildings needs to be a priority.
Even buildings that are fairly new can
benefit from retrofitting. For example,
Bush Stadium, home of the St. Louis
Cardinals, was built in 2006, but energy
improvements in 2011 reduced energy
consumption by 23 percent.

We could see more successful projects
such as this proliferate across the Na-
tion, but our current tax policies have
not yet proved to be meaningful incen-
tives for making energy-efficient up-
grades to existing buildings. For exam-
ple, the landmark upgrade of the Em-
pire State Building, which is under
contract to lower energy consumption
by almost 40 percent, could not qualify
for a 179D deduction under the law’s
current structure. Senator FEINSTEIN
and I are working on legislation that
would make commonsense reforms to
the existing section 179D tax deduc-
tion.

Section 179D of the Internal Revenue
Code provides a tax deduction that al-
lows cost recovery of energy-efficient
windows, roofs, lighting, and heating
and cooling systems that meet certain
energy savings targets. Section 179D
allows for an accelerated depreciation
that encourages real estate owners to
make the significant front-end invest-
ments in energy-efficient upgrades.
The deduction is scheduled to expire at
the end of this year. By extending,
modifying, and simplifying this impor-
tant provision, we can encourage en-
ergy savings, create thousands of retro-
fitting jobs in the construction indus-
try, and reduce energy bills for all con-
sumers—a win-win-win situation. Our
legislation would make this critical in-
centive more accessible and effective
for existing buildings that are cur-
rently using inefficient lighting sys-
tems, antiquated heating and cooling
systems, and poor insulation. Upgrad-
ing and improving the 179D deduction
will make thousands of businesses
more competitive and create good-pay-
ing jobs right here in the United
States.

In addition to commercial properties,
our bill will also help promote energy
efficiency in private residences. Homes
consume more than 20 percent of our
Nation’s energy, so we need to give
American homeowners a helping hand
to increase the energy efficiency of
their properties. Our legislation does
this by establishing a section 25E tax
credit for homeowners. Homeowners
would receive a 30-percent tax credit of
up to $5,000 for making an investment
in energy efficiency and reducing en-
ergy consumption and costs. Simply
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put, it is an incentive that encourages
homeowners to choose the most inex-
pensive option for saving energy. At a
time of Federal budget constraints, we
must prioritize tax policies so they
promote the most cost-effective meth-
ods of bolstering our energy security.
Performance-based energy efficiency
improvements can transform Amer-
ica’s homes and lower energy bills for
the families who live in them.

Finally, our legislation targets the
sector with the largest potential for in-
creasing energy efficiency in our coun-
try—the industrial sector. Our bill of-
fers focused, short-term incentives in
four areas to help manufacturers make
the efficiency investments necessary to
innovate and compete. These critical
areas include water reuse and replacing
old chillers that harm the atmosphere.

I have a letter dated September 17,
2013, from a large coalition of business,
labor, and environmental groups sup-
porting the Cardin-Feinstein approach
to the reform of section 179D. The Real
Estate Roundtable spearheaded the let-
ter, but 50 different organizations have
signed on. I want to quote one part of
that letter. This is a quote from the
letter that was sent in support of the
legislation:

The Section 179D deduction is a key incen-
tive to leverage significant amounts of pri-
vate sector investment capital in buildings.
It will help spur construction and manufac-
turing jobs through retrofits, save businesses
billions of dollars in fuel bills as buildings
become more energy efficient, place lower
demands on the power grid, help move our
country closer to energy independence, and
reduce carbon emissions.

I think that is exactly what we
should be doing. These are the types of
incentives we should be working for. If
you look at the groups that have
signed on to this letter, these are
groups that understand how to create
jobs and that Congress can help in that
regard.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that a copy of that letter be
printed in the RECORD following my re-
marks.

Senator CRAPO and I will be intro-
ducing legislation that will fix a prob-
lem that is keeping energy-efficient
roofing materials from being deployed.
This is a separate bill that I think
could help us create jobs, save energy,
and help our environment.

The current Tax Code acts as an ob-
stacle to retrofitting old roofs with en-
ergy-efficient ones because, generally
speaking, commercial roofs are depre-
ciated over 39 years. Our bill would
shorten the depreciation schedule to 20
years for roofs that meet certain en-
ergy efficiency standards and that are
put in place over the next 2 years. By
shortening the depreciation schedule,
we are lowering the amount of tax
businesses would otherwise have to
pay. They get the advantage of their
savings in the early years.

This change will create more jobs by
encouraging the construction of new
roofs and by putting more cash into
the hands of businesses. It is good tax
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policy because the average lifespan of a
typical commercial roof is only 17
years. So this legislation corrects an
inequity in the Tax Code by aligning
the depreciation period closer to the
lifespan of commercial roofs.

Securing America’s energy and eco-
nomic future requires a renewed focus
on energy efficiency. I hope we can
pass the legislation that is before us
and send it to the House. I hope the
House will send us a tax bill that can
serve as the basis for using the Tax
Code to promote energy efficiency.

Energy efficiency gains are a win-win
for families, businesses, job seekers,
taxpayers, our human health, and the
environment. We can create jobs, we
can help our economy, we can become
more competitive, and we can have a
cleaner environment if we do the right
thing with the legislation before us and
are able to improve our Tax Code to
help achieve those goals.

I yield the floor.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SEPTEMBER 17, 2013.

Re: 179D Tax Deduction for Energy Efficient
Buildings.

Hon. MAX BAUCUS,

Chairman, Committee on Finance,

U.S. Senate.

Hon. ORRIN HATCH,

Ranking Member, Committee on Finance,

U.S. Senate.

Hon. DAVE CAMP,

Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,

House of Representatives.

Hon. SANDER LEVIN,

Ranking Member, Committee on Ways and
Means, House of Representatives.

DEAR CHAIRMEN AND RANKING MEMBERS:
Our organizations and companies represent a
broad spectrum of the U.S. economy and in-
clude real estate, manufacturing, architec-
ture, contracting, building services firms, fi-
nancing sources, and environmental and en-
ergy efficiency advocates. Many of the enti-
ties we represent are small businesses that
drive and sustain American job growth. We
support the tax deduction at section 179D of
the Internal Revenue Code, which encour-
ages greater energy efficiency in our nation’s
commercial and larger multifamily build-
ings. As Congress continues to assess com-
prehensive tax reform, we support section
179D’s extension and necessary reforms to
spur retrofit projects in existing buildings.

The section 179D deduction is a key incen-
tive to leverage significant amounts of pri-
vate sector investment capital in buildings.
It will help spur construction and manufac-
turing jobs through retrofits, save businesses
billions of dollars in fuel bills as buildings
become more energy efficient, place lower
demands on the power grid, help move our
country closer to energy independence, and
reduce carbon emissions.

Section 179D provides a tax deduction (not
a credit) that allows for cost recovery of en-
ergy efficient windows, roofs, lighting, and
heating and cooling systems meeting certain
energy savings performance targets. Without
section 179D, the same building equipment
would be depreciated over 39 years (business
property) or 27.5 years (residential property).
These horizons do not meaningfully encour-
age real estate owners to bear the immediate
and expensive front-end costs associated
with complex energy efficiency upgrades.
Section 179D allows for accelerated deprecia-
tion of high performance equipment that
achieves significant energy savings.
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Current law has the perverse effect of dis-
couraging energy improvements. Utility
bills and the costs of energy consumption are
part of a business’s ordinary and necessary
operating expenses, and are thus fully and
immediately deductible. Section 179D is a
critical provision because, by encouraging
greater building efficiency, it aligns the code
to properly incentivize energy savings. More-
over, relative to the code’s incentives for en-
ergy creation, taxpayers get more ‘‘bang for
the buck” through efficiency incentives like
the section 179D deduction. Dollar for dollar,
it is much cheaper to avoid using a kilowatt
of energy than to create a new one (such as
through deployment of fossil fuel or renew-
able technologies). As a matter of tax, budg-
et, and an ‘“‘all of the above’ energy policy,
section 179D checks all of the right boxes.

Regardless of the ultimate result of com-
prehensive tax reform, the section 179D de-
duction is scheduled to expire at the end of
this year. While the provision should be care-
fully considered as part of the code’s possible
overhaul, Congress should also extend this
important incentive with reasonable im-
provements that better facilitate ‘‘deep’ en-
ergy retrofit improvements in buildings. In
this regard, the Commercial Building Mod-
ernization Act (S. 3591) from last Congress—
introduced by Senators Cardin and Fein-
stein, and former Senators Bingaman and
Snowe—is a step in the right direction of a
“performance based’” and ‘‘technology neu-
tral” deduction that both of your commit-
tees have emphasized must be the hallmarks
of any energy tax incentive. Revisions of the
sort proposed by S. 3591 would improve the
section 179D deduction by providing a sliding
scale of incentives that correlate to actual
and verifiable improvements in a retrofitted
building’s energy performance. S. 3591 does
not select technology ‘‘winners or losers”
but respects the underlying contractual ar-
rangements of building owners and their ret-
rofit project design teams, who are best suit-
ed to decide which equipment options in a
given structure may achieve high levels of
cost-effective energy savings.

Furthermore, any 179D reform proposal
should ensure that building owners have
their own ‘‘skin in the game’ of a retrofit
project—such as S. 3591’s specification that
the financial benefits of the tax deduction
cannot exceed more than half of project
costs.

Congress should extend and improve the
section 179D tax deduction before it expires
at the end of 2013. We urge you to look to S.
3591 from last Congress as the starting point
for further deliberations and refinements
this fall.

SUPPORTING ORGANIZATIONS

ABM Industries; Air Conditioning Contrac-
tors of America; Air-Conditioning, Heating
and Refrigeration Institute; American Coun-
cil for an Energy-Efficient Economy; Amer-
ican Gas Association; American Hotel &
Lodging Association; American Institute of
Architects; American Public Gas Associa-
tion; American Society of Interior Designers;
ASHRAE; Bayer MaterialScience LLC;
Building Owners and Managers Association
(BOMA) International; CCIM Institute; Con-
cord Energy Strategies, LLC; Consolidated
Edison Solutions, Inc.; Council of North
American Insulation Manufacturers Associa-
tion.

Danfoss; Empire State Building Company/
Malkin Holdings; Energy Systems Group;
First Potomac Realty Trust; Independent
Electrical Contractors; Institute for Market
Transformation; Institute of Real Estate
Management; International Council of Shop-
ping Centers; International Union of Paint-
ers & Allied Trades (IUPAT); Johnson Con-
trols, Inc.; Mechanical Contractors Associa-
tion of America (MCAA); Metrus Energy,
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Inc.; NAIOP, the Commercial Real Estate
Development Association; National Apart-
ment Association; National Association of
Energy Service Companies (NAESCO); Na-
tional Association of Home Builders; Na-
tional Association of REALTORS®; National
Association of Real Estate Investment
Trusts.

National Association of State Energy Offi-
cials; National Electrical Contractors Asso-
ciation; National Electrical Manufacturers
Association; National Lumber and Building
Material Dealers Association; National
Multi Housing Council; National Roofing
Contractors Association; Natural Resources
Defense Council; Owens Corning; Plumbing-
Heating-Cooling Contractors—National As-
sociation; Polyisocyanurate Insulation Man-
ufacturers Association (PIMA); Real Estate
Board of New York; The Real Estate Round-
table; The Sheet Metal, Air, Rail and Trans-
portation International Association; Sheet
Metal and Air Conditioning Contractors’ Na-
tional Association; U.S. Green Building
Council; Window and Door Manufacturers
Association.

Mr. CARDIN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CooNs). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

THE ECONOMY

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, 5 years
ago, as a result of the greed and the
recklessness and the illegal behavior
on Wall Street, this country was
plunged into the worst economic crisis
since the Great Depression of the 1930s.
As a result, millions of people lost
their homes, lost their jobs, and lost
their life savings. And about 5 years
ago we were looking at a situation
where some 700,000 Americans a month
were losing their jobs—an unbelievable
number. The stock market plummeted.
There was panic in the financial sector.

The good news is that to a significant
degree we have stabilized that situa-
tion. We are not losing hundreds of
thousands of jobs a month. The stock
market is, in fact, doing very well. But
what is important to understand is
that it is imperative we not accept the
“‘new normal’’ for the economy as it is
today because the reality is that today,
while the situation is better than it
was b years ago, for the middle class
and for the working families of this
country the economy is still in very
bad shape. And I am not just talking
about a b-year period; I am talking
about a generational situation.

Mr. President, you may have seen
that just yesterday the Census Bureau
came out with some new and extremely
disturbing statistics, and it tells us
why so many Americans are frustrated
and angry with what is going on in
Washington and why so many people
respond to pollsters and say: Yes, we
believe the country is going in the
wrong direction.

What they are saying is true. They
have every reason to be angry, every
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reason be frustrated. Of course, eco-
nomically this country is moving, in a
very significant way, in the wrong di-
rection.

This is what the Census Bureau re-
ported yesterday: They said the typical
middle-class family, the family right in
the middle of American society, that
median family income today is less
than it was 24 years ago. Median family
income today for that typical Amer-
ican family is less than it was 24 years
ago.

In 2002, typical middle-class families,
that family right in the middle, made
$561,017. Back in 1989, that family made
$51,681. What does that mean? It means
that 24 years later, after all of the ef-
fort and the hard work of people, today
they are worse off than they were 24
years ago.

Let’s think about what that means.
It means that despite the explosion of
technology and all of the robotics, all
of the cell phones and everything else
that has made this economy more pro-
ductive, the median family income
today is worse than it was 24 years ago.

I will give you an example of what
that means. If during the period from
1989 through 2012 that typical Amer-
ican family had received just a 2-per-
cent increase in their income—just 2
percent, a very modest increase—that
family today, instead of making $51,000
a year, would be making $81,000 a year.
That is a $30,000 gap.

If over that 24-year period people had
seen a modest—I am not taking about
a huge increase—a modest increase in
their income of 2 percent, which people
certainly deserve, that family would
make $81,000 a year. Today that family
is making $51,000 a year—Iless than that
family was making 24 years ago.

This is what the Census Bureau also
reported. They said the typical middle-
class family has seen its income go
down by more than $5,000 since 1999,
after adjusting for inflation—$5,000.

They told us the average male work-
er made $283 less last year than that
same worker made 44 years ago. Do you
want to know why people are angry?
They see an explosion of technology,
they see an explosion of productivity,
and yet a male worker today is making
less than a male worker—the average
male worker—made 44 years ago.

The average female worker earned
$1,775 less than they did in 2007. A rec-
ordbreaking 46.5 million Americans
lived in poverty last year. That is more
people living in poverty than at any
time in American history. Sixteen mil-
lion children live in poverty. That is
almost 22 percent of all kids in Amer-
ica. That is the highest rate of child-
hood poverty in the industrialized
world. That is the future of America.
Over one out of five kids in the country
is living in poverty.

A higher percentage of African Amer-
icans lived in poverty last year than
was the case 15 years ago, and 9.1 per-
cent of seniors lived in poverty last
year, higher than in 2009. More Amer-
ican seniors were living in poverty last
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year than in 1972. Today, 48 million
Americans are uninsured, no health in-
surance. That will change as a result of
ObamaCare. But as of today, 48 million
Americans are uninsured, 3 million
more than in 2008.

So when people call the Presiding Of-
ficer’s office in Delaware or my office
in Vermont and they say: You know
what: we are hurting, they are telling
the truth. What they are saying is Con-
gress seems to deal with everything ex-
cept the reality facing the middle class
and working families of this country.

People worry desperately not only
for themselves, they worry more for
their kids. What kind of education will
their kids have? Will there be enough
teachers in the classroom? Will their
kids be able to afford to go to college
or will young working families be able
to find quality, affordable child care?
What kind of job will their kids have
when they get out of high school or
they get out of college?

Those are the questions that tens of
millions of Americans are asking all
over this country. Here in Washington,
we are not giving them clear and
straightforward answers. What makes
this moment in American history
unique is that while the great Amer-
ican middle class is disappearing and
while the number of Americans living
in poverty is at an alltime high, some-
thing else is going on in this society;
that is, that the people on top, the top
1 percent, have never, ever had it so
good. Last week we learned an as-
tounding fact I want everybody to hear
clearly; that is, between 2009 and 2012,
the last years we have information on,
95 percent of all new income created in
this country went to the top 1 per-
cent—95 percent of all of the new in-
come created in America went to the
top 1 percent.

The bottom 99 percent shared in 4
percent of the new income. So what we
are seeing as a nation is the disappear-
ance of the middle class, millions of
families leaving the middle class and
descending into poverty, struggling
desperately to feed their families, to
put gas in their car, to get to work, to
survive on an $8-an-hour wage.

You have that reality over here, and
then you have another reality; that is,
the people on top are doing better than
at any time since before the Great De-
pression.

Today, the top 1 percent own 38 per-
cent of the Nation’s financial wealth.
Meanwhile, the bottom 60 percent, the
majority of the American people to-
gether, own only 2.3 percent of the
wealth in this country. When I was in
school we used to—and I am sure all
over this country—study what we
called an oligarchy. An oligarchy is a
nation in which a handful of very
wealthy people control the economy,
control the politics of the nation. It
does not matter about political parties
because they own those parties as well.

Guess what. What we used to look at
in Latin America and laugh about or
worry about has now come home to
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this country. In America today, we
have the most unequal distribution of
wealth and income of any major coun-
try on Earth. That gap between the
very rich and everybody else is growing
wider.

I do not believe the American people
feel that is what this great country
should be about; that the top 1 percent
owns 38 percent of the wealth, while
the bottom 60 percent owns barely 2
percent of the wealth. That is not the
dream of what this great country is
about.

Earlier this week Forbes magazine
reported that the wealthiest 400 Ameri-
cans in this country—400 people—are
now worth a recordbreaking $2 tril-
lion—400 people worth $2 trillion; in
other words, the concentration of
wealth is getting greater and greater
and greater. The wealthiest 400 Ameri-
cans now own more wealth than the
bottom half of Americans, over 150 mil-
lion Americans.

We could probably squeeze 400 people
into this room. If we did and they were
the wealthiest people in this country,
400 people in this room would own more
wealth than the bottom 50 percent of
the American people.

Just one family, one family in Amer-
ica, the Walton family, the owners of
Walmart, are worth over $100 billion
and own more wealth than the bottom
40 percent of the American people. One
family owns more wealth than the bot-
tom 40 percent of Americans.

While the middle class disappears,
while children in this country go hun-
gry, while veterans sleep out on the
streets, corporate profits are now at an
alltime high, while wages, as a share of
the economy, are at a record low.

Wall Street—the major financial in-
stitutions in this country whose greed
and recklessness drove us into this eco-
nomic downturn and the group of peo-
ple the American middle class bailed
out 5 years ago—is now doing phenome-
nally well. So Wall Street drives the
country into a severe economic down-
turn. Wall Street is bailed out by the
American middle class. Wall Street
now is doing phenomenally well while
the middle class is disappearing.

You want to know why the American
people are angry and disgusted and
frustrated? That is why. In fact, the
CEOs on Wall Street, the executives
there, are on track to make more
money this year than they did in 2009.
That is the time in which Wall Street
greed destroyed our economy.

The American middle class is dis-
appearing. Poverty is increasing. The
gap between the rich and everyone else
is growing wider and wider. That is the
economic reality facing this country.
The time is long overdue for this Con-
gress and this President to start, in a
very forceful, aggressive way, to ad-
dress that issue.

But where are we today? Are we hav-
ing a major debate on the floor of the
Senate as to how we are going to re-
build our crumbling infrastructure and
create millions of jobs? I do not hear

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that debate. Are we having a debate on
the floor of the Senate that says it is
an outrage that working people
throughout the country are trying to
survive on a minimum wage of $7.25
and we need to raise that substantially
so that when people work 40 hours a
week they can actually take care of
themselves and their families and not
go deeper into debt? Are we having
that debate? I do not hear that.

Are we having a debate which says
that not only should we not cut Social
Security, Medicare, and Medicaid, but
we should join the rest of the industri-
alized world and guarantee health care
to all of our people as a right of citi-
zenship? I do not hear that debate;
quite the contrary, this is the debate I
hear. This is what I am hearing from
my colleagues over in the House and
the Republican leadership over there.
What I am hearing them say is that
while poverty is at an alltime high,
while our childcare system, early
childhood education is a disaster, what
they want to do is continue sequestra-
tion and push for more across-the-
board spending cuts to Head Start,
while elderly people throughout the
country who are fragile and hurting
are dependent on the Meals On Wheels
Program, they want to continue cuts
in that program.

They want to continue cuts in that
program. While millions of families are
wondering how they are going to send
kids to college, they want to continue
sequestration, making it harder for
families to send their kids to college.
They want to continue cuts to unem-
ployment insurance and a number of
other vital programs; in other words,
instead of addressing the very serious
problems facing the middle class and
the working class of this country, what
I am hearing from my Republican col-
leagues is let’s make a bad situation
even worse.

Let me conclude by saying, instead of
cutting the Head Start Program, we
should be expanding the Head Start
Program. Study after study makes it
clear that the most important years of
a human being’s life are 0 to 3. Giving
those little kids the intellectual and
emotional nourishment they need so
they will do well in school is perhaps
the most important work we can do.

We have to increase funding for Head
Start, not cut funding for Head Start.

It is a moral outrage in this country
that anybody here talks about cutting
back on the Meals On Wheels Program,
which provides at least one nutritious
meal per day to fragile and vulnerable
citizens. We should not be cutting back
on that program; we should be signifi-
cantly expanding that program.

I can tell you that in Vermont, if you
talk to the people in my State, they
will tell you we have significant prob-
lems with our bridges, significant prob-
lems with our roads, significant prob-
lems with rail, significant problems
with wastewater and water plants. Peo-
ple want to invest in our crumbling in-
frastructure and make us a productive
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nation. When we do that, we can create
jobs.

Right now on the floor—I don’t know
if we are going to get to vote on it—
there is a very modest bill brought
forth by Senators SHAHEEN and
PORTMAN which talks about energy ef-
ficiency. In Vermont and throughout
this country, people are paying higher
fuel bills than they should, wasting
enormous amounts of energy, and con-
tributing to global warming through
greenhouse gas emissions because we
are not aggressive on energy efficiency,
making our homes more efficient. We
should be investing in energy effi-
ciency and creating jobs doing this.

The bottom line is we are in a pivotal
moment in American history. The rich
are getting richer, the middle class is
disappearing, and poverty is at an all-
time high. People are demanding that
we create jobs and address the prob-
lems facing this country. Yet we have
folks who want to make a bad situa-
tion worse by protecting the tax breaks
that have been given to the wealthy
and large corporations and then cut
back on the needs of ordinary Ameri-
cans.

I hope the American people will
stand and say enough is enough and
that they will demand that, finally,
Congress stands with the middle class
of this country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. I rise to talk about
the relentless assault on the poor and
hungry in this country that is being
waged right now in the House of Rep-
resentatives and too often on the Sen-
ate floor.

The meltdown on Wall Street caused
a recession in this country, as we
know, that was worse than anything
we have experienced since the Great
Depression. Eight million people, eight
million Americans lost their jobs. Tril-
lions of dollars in the stock market
were wiped out. With that money went
the life savings of many middle-class
families.

Many families lost their homes.
Small businesses closed up shop. This
was an economic disaster that hit com-
munities across this country as hard as
any natural disaster we have seen.

While Wall Street is doing well again
these days, millions of families on
Main Street are still waiting for their
situation to improve. We are seeing
new job creation, but millions of Amer-
icans are still out of work. In fact,
when we look at the chart on employ-
ment rates, we see what happened in
2008 and 2009, the numbers of people
who lost their jobs. While based on the
population we are holding our own, we
are just barely at this point keeping up
with the population and beginning to
grow again.

What the House Republicans are say-
ing is get a good-paying job or your
family will just have to go hungry. But
there aren’t enough good-paying jobs,
as we all know. To add insult to injury,
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they are slashing job-training money,
which makes absolutely no sense, job-
training money that States get to help
Americans find work.

Economists point also to the irre-
sponsible sequestration cuts as a cause
for this sluggish job growth.

In the Senate we have passed a budg-
et that will replace the sequester with
a balanced solution to reduce the debt
and balance the budget, but a handful
of Senators on the other side of the
aisle are blocking us from even being
able to send negotiators to the House
to finalize the budget. We are now
stuck with a policy that makes abso-
lutely no sense, that economists say is
slowing down our economy and costing
us jobs because of political games, pure
and simple, in Washington.

This is having a very serious effect
on the wallets of Americans who con-
tinue to find it difficult to put food on
the table for their families. This is
very real. It is not a political game for
American families all across the coun-
try and certainly in my great State of
Michigan. Even those people who are
able to find work are working for less.
In fact, wages as a percent of the econ-
omy are at 30-year lows.

When we look back, what has hap-
pened is not only is job growth not
coming back as fast as it should, we
are seeing people who have been in the
middle class struggling by their finger-
tips trying to hold on or, most of the
time, much of the time, losing ground
because we are seeing wages going
down, down, and down, even for the
jobs that are available. This is a situa-
tion that millions of Americans find
themselves in today. They are strug-
gling to find work. When they do find
work, the salary isn’t even close to
what it was before the recession.

Many people have taken pay cuts to
keep their jobs or they have had their
pay and benefits frozen for 4 or 5 years.
Families who only 5 or 10 years ago
were doing fine are now in dire straits.

Now the same Republicans who
refuse to fix the sequester, who refuse
to work with us to get the economy
moving again for millions of middle-
class families, again are trying to take
temporary food assistance away from
the children and families who are out
of work or who are working one, two or
three part-time jobs trying to make
ends meet.

Let me stress as we debate the ques-
tion of hunger and food assistance in
America, we know that many families
receiving SNAP, the Supplemental Nu-
trition Assistance Program, are work-
ing. They are working.

About half of those families receiving
food help are working. They are people
with children and whose wages are fall-
ing behind so they are no longer able to
feed their families.

For those who have lost their jobs,
SNAP is a short-term lifeline to keep
food on the table while they search for
work. We know the average new SNAP
recipient only receives help for 10
months or less. Let me repeat that. A
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person who is coming onto this pro-
gram during this recession worked be-
fore they needed help. They are getting
an average of 10 months’ worth of help
so their family doesn’t starve while
they are looking for work and trying to
put the pieces back together. Then
after that they are going back to work.

What we also know is men, women,
families on supplemental nutrition as-
sistance are using that money to feed
their children. Nearly half of the peo-
ple who are getting food assistance
help in this country are children. We
are looking now at nearly half being
children, children who are going to bed
hungry at night while their parents are
doing the best they can to get back on
their feet.

We see senior citizens who find them-
selves in a situation where their only
income is Social Security. That little
bit of food help makes a difference of
whether they can go to the grocery
store and put food in the cupboard or
not.

The real faces of food assistance are
veterans who went to war for this
country, many of whom were injured
and returned home only to find they
couldn’t get a job or their disabilities
made it impossible to work. People
with disabilities are the faces of food
assistance. Instead of honoring these
men and women for their service,
House Republicans want to take away
the little bit of help they get each
month to buy food.

If we add all of this, 85 percent of the
faces of food assistance, of SNAP, are
children with their parents, people
with disabilities, including our vet-
erans, and senior citizens—85 percent.
The bill being considered in the House
of Representatives would kick millions
of children and their families off food
assistance.

This is how majority leader ERIC
CANTOR and House Republicans will cut
$40 billion in food assistance. That is
what they will be voting on, probably
tomorrow. They do it by cutting off in-
dividuals and families who need the as-
sistance the most.

Under the Republican plan, which
ERIC CANTOR says encourages people to
get back to work, benefits for a jobless
adult without children would be lim-
ited to 3 months every 3 years. They
better eat a lot during those 3 months.

That means if you lose your job and
you are unemployed for 6 months, half
of the time you will be able to have
help in order to be able to put food on
your table. Once you find a new job,
you had better make sure your com-
pany doesn’t close and doesn’t go over-
seas within the next 2% years or you
will not be able to have any help to put
food on the table as well.

It is important to note that the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office
has said that 14 million people will stop
receiving food assistance over the next
10 years the right way. As the economy
improves, they will get back on their
feet financially and be able to find a
good-paying job. We built into our farm
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bill reduced costs in SNAP because the
economy is beginning to improve. But
the House of Representatives, the
House Republican majority leader’s
bill, eliminates families from food as-
sistance the wrong way—by elimi-
nating food help to those who most
need it: 1.7 million poor, unemployed
adults next year, whose average in-
come is about $2,5600 a year—$2,500 a
year; those are the folks who would
lose help with food—2.1 million low-in-
come working families and seniors
next year alone, 210,000 children who
would receive cuts and would lose their
school lunches under the House Repub-
lican plan, and other unemployed par-
ents and their children—parents who
want to work but can’t find a job or a
training program to join—will be
eliminated from help.

The Republicans say it is about get-
ting people back to work. But this bill
cuts worker training and job placement
for people who are trying to get back
to work, who are mortified that, prob-
ably for the first time in their lives,
they have needed help with food. They
are people who have paid taxes their
whole lives and who got caught up in
this great recession and are trying to
climb out but need a little help with
one of the things I think we would all
consider pretty basic—the ability to
eat and provide food for their families.

People on SNAP want to work. They
are like any American wanting to
work, but there currently are not
enough jobs, which is why we should be
focusing on jobs and growing the econ-
omy. Right now we have three unem-
ployed workers for every job opening.
It is better. I can remember standing
on the floor a few years ago saying the
number was siXx unemployed workers
for every job, and then five, and now it
is three. But it is still three for every
job opening.

Does the Republican plan do any-
thing to help people find jobs or the job
training skills they need to get a good-
paying job so they can care for their
families? No, absolutely not. In fact,
the Republican plan would offer cash-
strapped States a truly perverse incen-
tive. I had to read this several times to
see whether this was actually written
down this way. They are allowing
States to keep half of the Federal
money that would be spent on food
whenever they cut somebody off the
program. So the incentive is to elimi-
nate help for people so the State can
keep half the money and use it for
something else. That is in the House
bill.

Let me be clear: We have seen occa-
sions of fraud and abuse in the food as-
sistance program, and that is why the
Senate farm bill includes major re-
forms to crack down on misuse and to
make sure only people who truly need
help are getting help. We heard reports
of people winning the lottery, two in
my home State, but who are still get-
ting SNAP benefits. That will not hap-
pen again under our bill. We have seen
liquor stores accepting food stamps
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when they do not sell much food. We
have reformed that to make sure that
cannot happen again, as well as a num-
ber of other areas where we can bring
more accountability and tighten up the
program.

We want every dollar to go to the
people I am talking about today—who
work hard all their lives, find them-
selves in a bad situation and are trying
to climb out but they need a little bit
of help because their children are hun-
gry, because they are hungry. Maybe
they are a veteran or maybe they are a
senior or maybe they are somebody
with a disability who needs a little bit
of help. So we have passed real reforms
to crack down on abuses we have
found, and we did it in a bipartisan way
in the Senate. I am very proud of that.

What House Republicans are voting
on is nothing more than an extremely
divisive, extremely partisan political
exercise that is, by the way, going no-
where, and it is jeopardizing the pas-
sage of a b-year farm bill. We have
never seen this kind of partisanship in-
jected into agricultural policy in our
country before. It is shocking what has
happened in the last 2 years in the
House of Representatives. And shame
on the majority floor leader and his al-
lies for doing it now.

Our farmers, our ranchers, our small
towns and rural communities and our
children and families do not deserve
this. The 16 million people who work in
this country because of agriculture do
not deserve this. What is happening
this week in the House of Representa-
tives is not about reality, it is about
some fiction they have made up—an
idea if the stock market is doing well,
if wealthy Members of Congress and
others are doing well, then surely ev-
eryone in America must be doing well
too. And anyone who isn’t must be lazy
or not trying hard enough.

The reality is most people in Amer-
ica are still struggling to get back on
their feet from the recession. There
still aren’t enough jobs for every per-
son who needs and wants one. The jobs
that are there pay less than they did 5
years ago, and families getting food
help are making about $500 a week.
They do not have money in the stock
market. They do not have investment
income. In fact, the average SNAP
family doesn’t have more than $300 in
assets—things they own. What they do
have, though, because of our policy of
supporting those families, is $4.53 a day
to eat. That is right, $4.53 a day to
eat—Iless than the cost of one specialty
coffee at our favorite stores.

But some Members of the House of
Representatives have decided that is
too much, that $4.53 a day is too much
for our disabled veterans, too much for
our senior citizens living on Social Se-
curity, too much for our children, for
families working multiple part-time
jobs and trying to figure out how to get
out of the hole that was created not by
them but by others in the great reces-
sion.

We all want to spend less on food as-
sistance, and the good news is, under
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the Senate farm bill we all voted on,
we do spend less. The baseline for food
assistance is going down. Why? Be-
cause the economy is improving. There
is $11.5 billion in reduced spending
built into our farm bill because people
are finding jobs, and that is added to
the $4 billion in fraud and misuse we
have included.

Again, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice projects that 14 million people will
leave the supplemental nutrition pro-
gram as the economy improves because
they will no longer need temporary
help. Costs are going down the right
way, because the economy is beginning
to improve. And as it improves more
aggressively, which is what we should
be working on together, we will see
those costs go down.

I should also add that SNAP recipi-
ents are already going to see an arbi-
trary cut, unfortunately, to their bene-
fits on November 1 because of the expi-
ration of the Recovery Act help that
temporarily boosted assistance to fam-
ilies in need, which we did in 2009. So
they are already going to see less avail-
able for food.

If we want to continue to cut spend-
ing the right way, we should be work-
ing together to invest in our economy,
to support our businesses, large and
small, to outinnovate the global com-
petition, to get rid of the sequester and
to help people get the training they
need to find good-paying jobs.

The Republican approach is like say-
ing: You know, we are so tired of
spending money on wildfires—forest
fires—so we will cut the budget for the
fire service. That isn’t going to work.
The fires will rage on and they will
only get worse. If we want fewer fires
we have to find ways to prevent fires
and contain the fires in order to reduce
the cost.

The Republican approach is also like
saying: We are tired of paying for the
cost of drought, flooding, and other
crop disasters so we will cut crop insur-
ance. The government’s cost of crop in-
surance went up over $5 billion—50 per-
cent—last year because of droughts and
flooding and so on. It went up 50 per-
cent. And while we are seeing increases
in crop insurance, it is projected that
food assistance is actually going down
$11.5 billion over the next 10 years.

Are the House Republicans proposing
we eliminate help for farmers in a dis-
aster or just low-income families—chil-
dren, seniors, disabled veterans—when
they have a disaster?

What is happening in the House right
now is a complete reversal of 50 years
of great American values. Today, in
the United States of America, one in
six people say they do not know where
their next meal will come from—one in
six Americans in the greatest, the
wealthiest country in the world. We
have a long history in this country of
making sure that poverty and hunger
are kept in check. In fact, Presidents
on both sides have understood this.
President Ronald Reagan said:
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As long as there is one person in this coun-
try who is hungry, that’s one person too
many.

That is one person too many. I wish
our House Republicans could hear that
and understand what he was saying.
What would he have to say about this
effort now in the House of Representa-
tives to blame the victims of poverty
and unemployment, to blame the chil-
dren, to blame the seniors, to blame
the veterans, who only want enough
food to be able to eat and, for those
who are able, to work and to get back
on their feet and get a job?

The House Republicans who are pro-
posing these drastic cuts all have
enough to eat. We in the Senate are
not living on $4.53 a day for food. We
have enough to eat. None of us wonder
where our next meal is going to come
from, like the one out of six Ameri-
cans. None of us have to worry about
whether our children will go to bed
hungry tonight. None of us have to
skip meals so our children don’t have
to.

We in America are better than the
debate that is being waged in the
House of Representatives. The good
news for children, families, seniors, the
disabled and veterans across America
is that the House bill will never see the
light of day in the Senate. It is time to
stop the political games around hunger
in America. It is time to work together
and pass a 5-year farm and food bill, to
grow the economy and reduce the need
for food assistance the right way—by
making sure every American has the
ability to have a good-paying job so
they can feed their families and
achieve their part of the American
dream.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mrs. BOXER. A parliamentary in-
quiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Just to make sure, be-
cause Senator ROBERTS—I had a ques-
tion. He has gotten some time from
Senator CRUZ; is that correct? Senator
HEITKAMP wanted to make comments
for a couple of minutes following Sen-
ator STABENOW.

So this is what I would ask: After
Senator HEITKAMP is recognized, I
would be recognized. If Senator CRUZ
comes, I will stop at that time and
yield the time to Senator CRUZ and
then continue after he has finished.
That would be a consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ROBERTS. Reserving the right
to object, my remarks will only take 4
minutes to identify myself with Sen-
ator CRUZ’s effort on Benghazi. I know
Senator INHOFE would like to say a few
words.

So perhaps I could start?

Mrs. BOXER. Well, if I could just say
that I am happy to allow that to go for-
ward, but there needs to be a definite
time. How much time will all three
Senators—my understanding was that
Senator CRUzZ—for how many minutes?
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Mr. ROBERTS. I think it was 15 min-
utes.

Mrs. BOXER. So if the Senator is
asking that he take Senator CRUZ’s 15
minutes, I have no objection.

Mr. ROBERTS. I am not going to
take all of the 156 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Well, if the Senator is
asking that he take part of the Sen-
ator’s 15 minutes and count against
Senator CRUZ’s time, I have no problem
with that whatsoever. So I would re-
vise that to say that Senator HEITKAMP
would be going for 3 minutes, Senator
ROBERTS would be going for 5 minutes,
and then I would be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ROBERTS. Reserving the right
to object, it is a 15-minute slot that we
had intended, and I am sure the Sen-
ators will arrive.

Mrs. BOXER. When Senator CRUZ ar-
rives to take the additional 15 minutes,
that is fine. So in other words, the Sen-
ator takes 5 minutes, Senator CRUZ
comes, and I would yield to him for the
rest of the 15 minutes. He is not here.

Mr. ROBERTS. I withdraw any objec-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from North Dakota.

Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, I will
be very brief, recognizing the other ur-
gent business the Senate needs to ad-
dress, but I did want to associate my-
self with the remarks of the very able
and capable chairwoman of the agri-
culture committee, Senator STABENOW.

We have a disaster in the making. It
is called the farm bill. Months ago this
body passed a comprehensive farm bill
recognizing a 50-year compromise, a 50-
year association of nutrition assistance
with the ability to provide disaster as-
sistance to our farmers in this country.
For 50 years that effort has served us
very well.

Today and this week in the House of
Representatives, they will do some-
thing that is unprecedented in 50 years:
They will segregate, pass separate
bills, and do a disservice to struggling,
unemployed, underemployed American
families; that is, dramatically reduce
the food stamp allocation.

Food stamps are there when people
need them in the same way that farm
disaster payments are there when
farmers need them. Anyone who thinks
someone is living high on the hog, so to
speak, on food stamps needs to spend
time with people who are trying to
make it work and feed their families on
$1.40 per meal.

We know that with a recovering
economy we are going to see a dwin-
dling number of those folks move on.
Yet we see this move almost in a way
that is going to challenge this long-
term relationship that has basically
enabled a great partnership between
many of our urban and rural legisla-
tors, Senators, and Members of the
House of Representatives, but also
something that speaks to a very impor-
tant value we have, which is that kids
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ought not to go hungry in this country.
That is not who we are. We are not a
country that allows children and fami-
lies who are working, in many cases, to
g0 hungry. And when they need that
help, that temporary help they have
been receiving, they ought to get it be-
cause it makes sense. It makes them
better citizens, and it makes them bet-
ter students. It tells us that, yes, when
times are very tough—as they have
been for so many American families—
we will be there.

Let’s not let this happen. Let’s fight
back. Let’s continue to have this con-
versation, and let’s pass a comprehen-
sive farm bill that recognizes the need
to feed people as well as provide dis-
aster assistance for farmers.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, Sen-
ator CRUZ is now on the floor, and he
will be speaking right after me.

I thank Senator CRUZz for his efforts
to keep the focus on the Benghazi ter-
rorist attacks.

It seems to me to be a great shame
that 1 year after the heinous attacks
on our consulate in Benghazi and four
Americans being murdered and—this is
tremendously important—shaking the
confidence of our men and women de-
ployed in service to this Nation that
the United States would never leave
one of their own behind—I was told
that when I joined the Marine Corps a
long time ago—it is a great shame that
we are still in the same place.

Justice has yet to be seen or done.
The families of those killed at the con-
sulate in Benghazi are waiting for an-
swers about what happened that night,
and they simply want to know that
this President and this administration
are working to seek justice for what
actually happened. Yet it appears that
what is happening is that the adminis-
tration is doing everything but seek
justice. Quite frankly, I think Ameri-
cans—and I share their concern and
frustration and anger—are sick and
tired of hearing excuses, delays, and
even silence. The President and his ad-
ministration have stonewalled us on
this case, in my personal view.

This should have been called a ter-
rorist attack a long time ago. The In-
telligence Committee should be han-
dling this, but that is not the case.
Today the FBI continues to seek tips
from Libyans. The FBI has even posted
an entire page on their Web site dedi-
cated to finding suspects. There are
photos of 29 suspects on that page.
Twenty-nine. No arrests have been
made. CNN and The New York Times
have even had access to one of the chief
suspects, Ahmed Abu Khattala, to
interview him while he mocks the U.S.
investigation. This is unbelievable.

The administration refuses to answer
simple questions:

Who told the military to stand down?

Who is responsible for misleading the
American public and the victims’ fami-
lies?
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What actionable intelligence did our
government have?

I know that there was actionable in-
telligence. People asked for that secu-
rity. Why was it ignored? This is why
we need a joint select committee.

At the very least, this deserves a
vote. So I urge my colleagues, please
drop your hold. Let us at least have a
vote. If you want to defeat it, defeat it.
But at least allow the Senator from
Texas to have an opportunity to debate
this bill.

I thank Senator CRUZ for introducing
this legislation. I believe this should be
a top priority for our government.

I yield back any remaining time I
have to the distinguished Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, I thank my
friend from Kansas for his leadership
and for his reasonable call that we as-
certain the truth on this very impor-
tant matter.

As we do every year, last week as a
nation we marked the somber anniver-
sary of the terrorist attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001. For the first time this
year we also remembered the victims
of Benghazi: Foreign Service officer
Sean Smith, former Navy SEALs Glen
Doherty and Tyrone Woods, and Am-
bassador Christopher Stevens, who was
our first Ambassador murdered while
serving since Adolph Dubs in 1979.

The anniversary of the Benghazi at-
tacks, however, should not simply be
an act of remembrance; it should serve
as a wake-up call. An entire year has
gone by since these American heroes
lost their lives in the service of our Na-
tion, and we still have far too many
unanswered questions:

Why was the State Department un-
willing to provide the requested level
of security in Benghazi?

Why were no military assets mobi-
lized while the attacks were going on
even if they might not arrive before
the attacks were over?

If then-Secretary Panetta had ‘‘no
question” in his mind that this was a
coordinated terrorist attack while it
was going on, why did Ambassador
Rice, Secretary Clinton, and President
Obama all tell the American people
that the cause was a spontaneous dem-
onstration about an Internet video in
the days after September 11, 2012?

Why did the State Department edit
the intelligence talking points to de-
lete the references to ‘‘Islamic extrem-
ists” and ‘Al Qaeda’?

Why did the FBI not release pictures
of militants taken the day of the at-
tack and released them only 8 months
after the fact? Why not immediately,
as proved so effective in the Boston
bombing last April?

What role, if any, did the State De-
partment’s own counterterrorism office
play during the attack and in its im-
mediate aftermath?

Why have none of the survivors testi-
fied to Congress?

Why do the Benghazi whistleblowers
still fear retaliation and retribution?
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To get the answers to these ques-
tions, we need to hear from the sur-
vivors of the attack to gain firsthand
understanding of what happened that
night. We need to ensure that the whis-
tleblowers on Benghazi can tell their
stories without fear of reprisal. We
need the President to make good on his
promise of September 12, 2012, ‘‘to
bring justice to the killers who at-
tacked our people.” That still has yet
to happen.

Over the past year it has become evi-
dent that we need a joint select com-
mittee to get these answers because we
have an administration that is actively
trying to avoid learning more about
Benghazi. We have a former Secretary
of State who responds to congressional
inquiries about why we were attacked
in Benghazi with ‘“‘what difference at
this point does it make?” We have a
current Secretary of State who re-
sponds to congressional inquiries about
why the administration deliberately
misidentified the nature of the attack
by saying that he does not want to
spend a whole year ‘‘coming up here
talking about Benghazi’’ to Congress.
We have a White House Press Secretary
who responds to press inquiries about
difficulties in interviewing the sur-
vivors by simply dismissing Benghazi
as something that ‘‘happened a long
time ago.” And we have a President
who complains that ‘“‘phony scandals’
are distracting him from his domestic
agenda, by which, his Press Secretary
clarified the next day, he meant the
IRS targeting and Benghazi.

In addition, we have seen in recent
weeks an escalating pattern of obstruc-
tion by the administration into any in-
vestigation into Benghazi and a reluc-
tance to take any action to retaliate
against the attack or to prevent a fu-
ture episode.

On August 14 there were press reports
that the team of special operators who
were in Libya to track down those re-
sponsible for the Benghazi attack were
being pulled out despite repeated rec-
ommendations for action, some as re-
cent as August 7.

On August 20 we learned that the
only disciplinary action taken after
Benghazi would be reversed as the four
State Department employees who had
been placed on administrative leave
after the attacks were reinstated.

On August 23 the State Department
said it was ‘‘not prepared” to allow the
Benghazi survivors to testify to Con-
gress—a denial that was reportedly re-
iterated by Secretary of State John
Kerry on September 10.

On September 11 we learned from the
State Department’s own internal re-
view that the Department is ‘‘lagging
behind” in implementing the new secu-
rity measures recommended after the
Benghazi attack, with, for example,
only 100 of the recommended 1,000 ma-
rines being deployed for potential
hotspots.

On September 15 we learned of seri-
ous allegations in a draft House Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government
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Reform report that the Accountability
Review Board report requested by Sec-
retary Clinton whitewashed the respon-
sibility of senior State Department of-
ficials for the decisions that resulted in
the lack of proper security at the
Benghazi facilities.

Just today at a House Foreign Affairs
Committee hearing, Under Secretary of
State for Management Patrick Ken-
nedy admitted that the FBI investiga-
tion in Benghazi has ground to an in-
definite halt because of the security
situation in Libya. Mr. Kennedy also
asserted in this hearing that the reas-
signment of four State Department em-
ployees represented ‘‘serious account-
ability’” for the four Americans who
died in Benghazi.

This state of affairs is, in a word, un-
acceptable. Truth is not partisan, and
every Member of this body should want
to ascertain what happened. Given the
yearlong collective failure of our gov-
ernment either to gain clarity on what
happened in Benghazi on September 11
or to extract any retribution for the
terrorist attacks, Congress should now
form a joint select committee to
launch a proper investigation.

The attacks on our diplomatic facili-
ties in Benghazi are part of a larger
threat we have faced for the last 12
yvears from radical Islamic terrorists.
We cannot let this anniversary pass
with just ‘‘a thought, a hope, a prayer
or a wish” as Secretary Kerry rec-
ommended in an all-staff e-mail to the
State Department regarding the
Benghazi attack. We need a chief coun-
sel who can systematically ascertain
the truth and can follow the actual
facts of what happened that night to
their full and logical conclusion, wher-
ever that may lie, so that we can honor
these American heroes and we can en-
sure that we are doing everything we
can to prevent this sort of attack from
ever happening again. If we refuse to
seek the answers to these questions,
then we are inviting future tragedies.

We have four dead Americans. It has
been a full year. My cosponsors on this
resolution and I have had enough with-
out answers and without the truth.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. RES. 225

I therefore ask unanimous consent
that the Rules Committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of
S. Res. 225, that the Senate proceed to
its consideration, that the resolution
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed
to, the motion to reconsider be made
and laid on the table, with no inter-
vening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mrs. BOXER. I object and I would
like to explain why, if that would be
appropriate for the next 2 minutes—if I
could?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The Senator may pro-
ceed.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am
proud be a longtime member of the
Foreign Relations Committee for many
yvears. When this Benghazi tragedy oc-
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curred, the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee held hours of hearings. I sat
through those hearings.

I want to say to my friends, I share
their dismay that we have not caught
the perpetrators. But I want to remind
them that the President who caught
Osama bin Laden—who killed so many
of our people—was President Obama,
and when he says he is going to do
something he will not rest until he
does it.

Secretary Clinton immediately
called for an Accountability Review
Board. That Accountability Review
Board was not partisan. What my col-
league wants to do is set up some kind
of committee filled with politicians—of
which I happen to be proud that I am
one—but I put more faith, frankly, in
the professionalism and the non-
partisanship of the Accountability Re-
view Board.

Who headed that Accountability Re-
view Board? Ambassador Thomas Pick-
ering, who was first picked for public
service by George H.W. Bush; and Ad-
miral Michael Mullen, former head of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

There are many other reasons why I
oppose this. Secretary Kerry has ad-
dressed this and continues to address
it. We had two classified briefings. The
Select Committee on Intelligence is
preparing to release a bipartisan report
on the events that occurred in
Benghazi and, last December, the Sen-
ate Homeland Security Committee re-
leased a bipartisan report on the secu-
rity deficiencies, and the good news is:
Of course as a result of this tragedy,
changes have been made all over the
world.

I sense there is politics here. I sense
there is politics here. I do not think it
is right to inject politics into such a
tragedy. Therefore, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I can’t
disagree there is politics here. This is
the Senate. But let me say one thing. I
strongly support this amendment. Let
me ask in the order of things right
now, does the Senator from Texas still
have the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor.

Mr. INHOFE. Very good. I appreciate
that.

One thing, as I read this resolution
that my good friend Senator CRUZ has,
I thought it really does not go far
enough. I think all that people are
talking about now is how can we pre-
clude this from happening again, what
happened and all that. To me that is
not even the issue. The issue is the
coverup.

I sat there as the ranking member on
the Senate Armed Services Committee.
I watched the day that this happened,
9/11, then of course the annex came
after that, 9/12, the next day. When
that happened there was never any
doubt but that it was an organized ter-
rorist attack—never any doubt.
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I happened to know Chris Stevens. He
happened to be in my office right be-
fore he was deployed there. He was tell-
ing me in my office how dangerous it
was over there. He said, you Kknow,
there are threats, there are terrorist
threats. Al Qaeda has a presence over
there and we do not have a lot of secu-
rity, and he started requesting secu-
rity. This is a long time before this
happened. I have all the dates. I did not
bring them down with me because it
would be redundant. It has been in the
RECORD so many times, that he knew
this was happening. We knew there was
this kind of activity in that part of the
world and he wanted to do something
about it, offer more security.

He is dead now, and he knew what he
was getting into at that time. When
the threats came for what happened on
9/11, people were aware of that. Re-
member the Brits, they left and several
others just up and left because they
knew what kind of threat was out
there.

Anyway, what we did right after
9/11—and it is just a matter of hours
after that they attacked the annex.
They cannot say for certain that the
original attack was organized. I think
it was; it was an organized terrorist at-
tack. But they can say with certainty,
and I will not use my words, I will use
their words, it was ‘‘unequivocal,” un-
equivocal that we knew at that time it
was an organized terrorist attack.

I remember when Secretary Panetta
came forward and he used the same
word ‘‘unequivocal.” Then the CIA
Chief Brennan, at that time—that was
his job—said, sitting in my office and
then again before a hearing, it was un-
equivocal that we knew it was an orga-
nized terrorist, Al Qaeda-related at-
tack. We knew it.

The coverup is this. I have studied
coverups for a long time. Iran-Contra, 1
went all the way through that. I re-
member that well. The Pentagon Pa-
pers, Watergate, all of these things
were coverups. But this one, where 5
days after all of our people and the top
security people knew it was an orga-
nized attack, to send Ambassador Rice
to the talk shows to say, for purely po-
litical reasons and cover up the reality
of it, that this was due to some video—
I will only say this. I would like to pur-
sue this in terms of the coverup, which
is not covered in the resolution we are
discussing right now. I think it should
be—it should have been. I was not part
of drafting it. I strongly support it. I
know where we are coming from, and I
think we need to get to the bottom of
it. All the questions need to be an-
swered. But the big issue that needs to
be discussed, that nobody likes to talk
about, is the coverup.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate my colleague from the For-
eign Relations Committee having al-
ready objected, but I wish to make a
few remarks because there are those—
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regardless of what is reviewed, regard-
less of who comes forth, regardless of
all the information—who want to keep
this alive for what are ultimately elec-
tion purposes. I know the next Presi-
dential election is a few years away,
but it seems it is very alive in the Sen-
ate.

Look, I am always for getting to the
truth, particularly when the lives of
American diplomats have been lost.
That is an honorable pursuit. But by
the same token, from my perspective—
and let me say why I am going to have
this perspective. My perspective is we
have two of the most outstanding indi-
viduals in Ambassador Pickering and
Admiral Mullen. Certainly, no one
questions their integrity. At least I
have not heard their integrity ques-
tioned on the Senate floor. They con-
ducted the Accountability Review
Board. In the process, they yielded 29
recommendations that are, in fact,
being implemented, that our com-
mittee has continued to pursue over-
sight in the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee. We have held two hearings.
We have had multiple level—high-level
briefings, including intelligence brief-
ings, bringing all the respective parties
who are responsible together.

In fact, we had the former Secretary
of State before the committee at a
hearing I chaired at the time who ad-
dressed all of these issues. We had be-
fore that, former Chairman Kerry, now
Secretary Kerry. He held a hearing of
the committee on the events that tran-
spired with Deputy Secretary Burns
and Deputy Under Secretary Nyes. We
had two classified briefings on Decem-
ber 13 and 19, specifically on the cir-
cumstances surrounding the attack.

In those classified briefings, we had
the key individuals who could get us to
the truth. I understand the Select
Committee on Intelligence is pre-
senting a bipartisan report on the
events that occurred in Benghazi. Last
December, the Senate Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs chair-
man at the time, Senator Lieberman,
and Ranking Member COLLINS released
a bipartisan report on the security de-
ficiencies at the temporary U.S. mis-
sion in Benghazi that led to the deaths
of those four Americans, including our
Ambassador Chris Stevens. The House
has conducted its own hearings and in-
vestigations. Yet we have those who
want to continue to pursue this, de-
spite all of these different efforts, inde-
pendent of the Senate, between the
House, the Accountability Review
Board.

There is a lot of culpability, and
maybe there is coverup in a different
sense. The coverup is a Congress that
doesn’t want to put the money where it
is necessary, to ultimately take the
high-risk, high-threat posts of this
country and ultimately protect them.
It is nice to talk about who is respon-
sible. Let’s talk about who is also re-
sponsible in terms of obligations. We
have over 30 high-risk, high-threat
posts in the world right now—right
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now as we speak on the Senate floor—
that are at risk and that do not meet
the present security standards. Yet
Congress seems to move ever so slowly
toward getting to the resources that
would accelerate the pace on which we
create the physical and other protec-
tions for those high-threat, high-risk
posts.

Those, of course, are the 30 that exist
today. We know from history that in
fact what exists today as a high-risk,
high-threat post, tomorrow there could
be another one on the list. So we have
diplomats who are at institutions that
do not meet the present standards. Yet
at the pace we are going, based upon
the appropriations of this Senate, we
would find ourselves a decade from now
dealing with just those 30 posts. I
would like to see the Members who do
not seem to be willing to vote for the
security of diplomats abroad, before
the next attack comes—and inevi-
tability, unfortunately, in the world in
which we live that is very possible—put
their resources to work to accelerate
the pace to where we would succeed in
preventing injuries or death.

Let’s be honest about this process.
Yes, there was a process that ulti-
mately led to a series of recommenda-
tions. The legislation that the com-
mittee has ultimately reported out in a
bipartisan basis—working with Senator
CORKER, the ranking Republican on the
committee—would deal with these
challenges. It would deal with language
issues. It would deal with the funding
issue. It would deal with diplomatic se-
curity preparation, which we have
scattered across a whole bunch of insti-
tutions that do not meet the goal. It
would deal with all of these elements.
It would create greater accountability.

Do you know what else it would do?
It would let the Secretary of State
have the ability to ultimately fire
those individuals who might be found
derelict in their duty, which is not
presently in the law—the ability for
the Secretary to pursue that.

So let’s move that legislation. I hope
my colleagues are going to support
that as we move forward, to try to find
the success that we want in making
sure that our diplomats across the
globe are as safe as humanly possible
as they advocate America’s national
economic interests, its national inter-
ests, its national security interests,
still always facing a risk but mini-
mizing those risks to the greatest ex-
tent. If not, then I certainly believe the
garish light of attention should be
placed upon the institution of the Con-
gress, which is not meeting its respon-
sibility as it relates to our diplomats
abroad.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HEINRICH). The Senator from OKkla-
homa.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be acknowledged
as if in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
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Mrs. BOXER. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, we have
had a carefully constructed list of who
would speak. I wonder how long the
Senator wishes to speak.

Mr. INHOFE. I do want to accommo-
date the Senator from California. I
have three different subjects I want to
talk about——

Mrs. BOXER. How much time does
my friend need to talk about his first
subject?

Mr. INHOFE. I need 9%2 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. What was supposed to
happen was that I was going to speak
next. I will give up my place so Senator
MURRAY can speak, followed by Sen-
ator CooNs, followed by Senator INHOFE
for 9% minutes.

I don’t know how many minutes my
friend needs—5 minutes.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I will
need about 12 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. I would follow Senator
INHOFE’s 9% minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. INHOFE. Is that a unanimous
consent request?

Mrs. BOXER. Yes.

Mr. INHOFE. The Senator from Cali-
fornia would follow the Senator from
Washington?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, the con-
sent I made was that we would go to
Senator MURRAY for 12 minutes, fol-
lowed by Senator COONS for 5 minutes,
Senator INHOFE would be next for 9%
minutes, and then I would get to go for
about 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, point of
inquiry: Is this after I speak now or is
that starting now? In other words, we
would have four Democrats before I
speak?

Mrs. BOXER. No, two.

Mr. INHOFE. The Senator already
had one and then Senator COONS.

Mrs. BOXER. The Republicans had
quite a few on their side speak. The Re-
publicans had three speakers—one
right after the other—so now we are
going to have three speakers, and then
it goes back to Senator INHOFE.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, if two of them
speak now and then let me speak and
then the Senator can speak after that,
that is still 2 to 1.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, that is
what I said. I said Senator MURRAY,
Senator COONS, Senator INHOFE, and
then Senator BOXER. That is what I
said. Is that all right?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from California for
accommodating all of us.

I wish to join my colleagues who
have spoken on the floor and express
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my deepest condolences to the families
of those who lost someone in Monday’s
tragic shooting. I know the thoughts
and prayers of the Nation are with
those who are still recovering.

I know I speak for my constituents in
Washington State in thanking the law
enforcement community here in Wash-
ington, DC. They put their lives on the
line every day to protect our families
and workers in the Nation’s capital. We
don’t have all the answers to the many
questions a tragedy such as this raises,
but those questions will continue to be
asked, and I am hopeful the answers
will help our Nation heal and guide our
continued work to prevent these kinds
of tragedies in the future.

I am here today because, like many
of my colleagues, I spent this past Au-
gust traveling around my home State
and meeting with my constituents. I
heard from Washington State families
about a wide range of issues facing our
Nation, but the one sentiment I heard
over and over from every part of my
State was they were sick and tired of
the constant lurching from crisis to
crisis.

They told me how disappointed and
disgusted they were that every time
they turned on their televisions over
the past few years they would see an-
other story about Congress hurtling to-
ward another official deadline, hurting
our economy and causing more uncer-
tainty for our businesses. They told me
they want Congress to work together;
they want us to focus on the economy;
they want us to put our country and
the families we represent before par-
tisanship and political gains.

I couldn’t agree more. Like them, I
am frustrated that we seem to be once
again headed toward another com-
pletely avoidable, completely unneces-
sary, self-inflicted crisis.

It has now been 179 days since this
Senate and the House passed our budg-
ets. When the Senate budget passed, I
was optimistic that because both Re-
publicans and Democrats said they
wanted to return to regular order, we
might be able to get back to a respon-
sible process. At that time we had 192
days to reach a bipartisan budget
agreement and I thought the next step
would be a budget conference where the
two sides would get in a room, hash out
our differences, and work together to-
ward a deal. But as we all know, some
of our Republican colleagues had other
ideas. They immediately seemed to re-
gret their push for a Senate budget and
started running away from a debate as
quickly as they could.

I came to the Senate floor with my
colleagues a total of 18 times to ask for
consent to start a budget conference
with the House, but every time we
tried a member of the tea party here in
the Senate, backed by Republican lead-
ers, stood up and blocked us. Instead of
using the months we had to work out a
compromise, Republicans seemed to
think it was in their best interest
somehow to stall as long as possible
under some misguided theory that a
crisis would give them more leverage.
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I had hoped my Republican col-
leagues spent their time back home
talking to their constituents and would
be ready to come back to DC so we
could get to work on a balanced and bi-
partisan budget deal, but, sadly, the
opposite has happened. While I believe
the majority of Republicans are inter-
ested in working with us as Democrats
to get to a fair budget deal, a few of my
Republican colleagues spent the sum-
mer riling up the tea party and making
them promises they could not keep.

Since Republican leaders know they
need to find a way to avoid another cri-
sis that would be blamed on them, a
full-scale civil war has broken out
within the Republican Party. They are
in disarray. They are having trouble
figuring out how to pull themselves out
of the hole they have climbed into. And
while we wait for Republicans to join
us at the table, the tea party is pushing
our country closer and closer to a gov-
ernment shutdown and closer to what
would be a catastrophic default on our
laws.

Why are they doing this? It is not be-
cause they are concerned about the
budget, not because they are interested
in jobs or economic growth. To them it
seems it is all about ObamaCare. Ev-
erything they are doing now they are
doing in order to cut off health care
coverage for 25 million people, to end
access to free preventive health care,
to cause seniors to pay more for their
prescriptions, to cut off young adults
from their coverage, to bring back life-
time coverage caps and let patients
with preexisting conditions be denied
care, put the insurance companies back
in charge of our health care system,
and so much more.

These political games might play
well with the tea party base, but here
is the reality: ObamaCare is the law of
the land. It passed through this Senate
with a supermajority. It passed
through the House. The President
signed it into law. This Supreme Court
upheld it. It is already helping millions
of Americans stay healthy and finan-
cially secure, and it is on track to help
millions more.

When I see some of my colleagues
working so hard to defund ObamaCare,
I have to wonder whether they have
taken the time to meet some of their
own constituents who are already bene-
fiting from this law.

This last month I was home in Wash-
ington State, and I met an incredible
woman named Nikki Mackey who lives
in Seattle. On September 16 of 2010,
Nikki was diagnosed with an extremely
aggressive form of breast cancer. She
was 36 years old and terrified of what
this disease would do to her. To make
matters worse, instead of focusing on
her treatment, she had to worry about
her coverage, and that is because a few
months before her diagnosis, in the
midst of the recession, Nikki had been
laid off from her job. So there she was,
with her coverage at risk and years of
treatment ahead of her. But thanks to
ObamaCare, a law some of my col-
leagues want to undermine at any cost,
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Nikki will never have to worry about
reaching a lifetime cap. She will never
have to worry about not getting cov-
erage due to her now preexisting condi-
tion. That is why we have worked so
hard to pass this law because it says
now in America: You shouldn’t go
broke because you get sick, and you
shouldn’t be denied care simply be-
cause you cannot afford it.

Let’s be clear about what is hap-
pening here and the political calcula-
tion some of my colleagues have made.
They have decided they are willing to
play politics with Americans’ health
care, they have decided it is better for
them to sabotage this law rather than
improve it, and they have decided that
beyond all that, they are also willing
to devastate our Nation’s economy to
kill this law. Well, we are not going to
let that happen.

Nikki told me when she turns on her
TV and sees Members of Congress using
every trick in the book to kill this law,
she feels her ‘“‘own well-being is under
attack.”

I want to be clear: Democrats are not
going to defund or delay health care re-
form. It is not going to happen. We
should all be working together right
now to make sure it is implemented in
the best possible way for our families,
our businesses, and our communities.
We are certainly very interested in
hearing from anyone, Democrat or Re-
publican, who has good ideas about
how the law could be improved. We are
not going to allow the health care of
Nikki or millions of other Americans
to be used as a pawn in a political
game. We are not going to let this law
get sabotaged as it continues to benefit
millions of families and small business
owners. The sooner Republicans realize
this, the sooner we can get to work dif-
fusing this latest artificial crisis.

We know the families we represent
don’t support the Republicans’ sabo-
tage tactics. Recent polls show that
fewer than 1 in 4 people supports ef-
forts to make health care reform fail.
A majority of people believe we in Con-
gress should be trying to make the law
work. It is also clear that Americans
would rightly blame Republicans if the
law shuts down—especially over an
issue such as this—and a lot of Repub-
licans know that.

My colleague Senator JOHANNS said
these defunding and delaying efforts
have ‘‘zero chance of being successful.”
Senator BURR said ‘‘the dumbest idea
I've ever heard of.”” House Republicans
know this too. That is why they intro-
duced a bill last week that would allow
a government funding bill to pass while
giving House Republicans a vote to
defund health care that has no chance
of becoming law. As we now know, the
tea party is not interested in that.
They don’t want a showboat, they want
a shutdown, and they are going to keep
fighting until they get it.

We now have less than 2 weeks before
the end of this fiscal year and a poten-
tial government shutdown. It is a
shame that we have gotten to this
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point, but we are here. We owe it to the
American people to come together and
find a solution and a path forward that
is good for our economy and fair for
our middle class.

My goal has been and will continue
to be a long-term budget agreement
that replaces sequestration, tackles
our debt and deficit responsibly, and
invests in our workers and our econ-
omy. But since it seems clear that the
House won’t be able to get its act to-
gether in the next few weeks, the least
they should be able to do is send us a
clean, short-term extension of the cur-
rent budget levels so the government
doesn’t shut down while we continue to
negotiate on this longer term budget
deal.

I want to be clear: Democrats are not
going to negotiate over whether Con-
gress should allow the Federal Govern-
ment to pay its bills. As Speaker BOEH-
NER said in the past, default would be
“‘a financial disaster, not just for us,
but for the worldwide economy.” Re-
publicans need to take those words to
heart and stop threatening the eco-
nomic recovery with their saber rat-
tling and brinkmanship.

We went through this earlier in the
year. Back then—after spending
months saying they wouldn’t raise the
debt limit unless they got dollar-for-
dollar spending cuts, Republicans
dropped their demands, dropped the so-
called Boehner rule, and allowed the
debt ceiling to be increased. Going
back now to that reckless approach of
2011 and drumming up this uncertainty
again is nothing but a huge and harm-
ful waste of time.

It is ridiculous that we find ourselves
on the brink of an artificial crisis
again. We should be doing everything
possible to support the economic recov-
ery and help our workers get back on
the job. We should be spending time
finding common ground to tackle our
long-term fiscal challenges respon-
sibly, and we should be working to-
gether to build on the Affordable Care
Act to continue improving our health
care system for all of our families and
small business owners. As we know, we
are now mired in the muck of perpetual
partisanship and constant crises. The
American people deserve better. Nikki
and the millions of families such as
hers deserve better.

I am hopeful that the Republican
leadership stops focusing so much on
their extreme party minority and
comes to the table with us to work on
a balanced and bipartisan deal the vast
majority of Americans want. I hope
they don’t make us reach a crisis to
get to that point.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I wish to
associate myself with the remarks of
the Budget Committee chair. As a
member of the Budget Committee, I
join her in expressing her strong view
that this country does not need an-
other shutdown or another pointless
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fiscal cliff but needs us to listen and to
work together in this Chamber and
with the House of Representatives and
move forward on the agenda on which
all of our constituents want us to pro-
ceed.

I rise today specifically to speak to
the bill that is on the floor that has
been the subject of debate and discus-
sion, S. 1392, the Energy Savings and
Industrial Competitiveness Act of 2013.

This is a broadly bipartisan bill. Its
two primary authors, my colleagues
from New Hampshire and Ohio, Sen-
ators Shaheen and Portman, have
worked tirelessly to make sure it re-
spects the priorities of Members of
both parties. Its passage by a vote of 19
to 3 out of the energy committee on
which I serve speaks to its support
across partisan lines. Yet, sadly, now
that it is on the floor, a few Repub-
licans have decided they want to use it
to carry out their own narrow or par-
tisan political agenda rather than
showing our constituents and the
American people that we can come to-
gether across our differences of region
and party to pass this commonsense,
bipartisan legislation. They would
rather confirm the frustration and
even disgust so many of our constitu-
ents feel about this body.

We were all home last month. We all
heard from our constituents. I don’t
know about my colleagues but what I
heard from Delawareans about what
they want and deserve is not more dis-
plays of selfish partisanship that frus-
trates them but, rather, that we can
listen to each other and work together
on bipartisan bills that move this
country forward.

Energy efficiency—the topic of this
bill and the topic we should be moving
forward on today—its only agenda is
creating a stable, dynamic, and pros-
perous future. The Shaheen-Portman
bill has been written with only that
goal as its north star. It is not about
who is right or who is wrong, about
whether climate change is real, about
whose science we are going to choose
to believe today; energy efficiency is
fundamentally something that makes
sense. It allows us to bridge competing
interests and concerns because it pro-
motes energy independence, it helps
our environment, and it promotes
American jobs—jobs today and jobs to-
morrow.

When we need to purchase new equip-
ment to promote the efficiency of our
buildings, whether it is DuPont’s
Tyvek wrapping or Dow’s foam spray
insulation—both made here in Amer-
ica—we create good manufacturing
jobs in our country. When we install
new energy-efficient equipment in
homes and buildings, we hire Ameri-
cans to do that work—sheet metal
workers, electricians, laborers. And
when we set voluntary new goals for ef-
ficiency, as this Dbill does, we
incentivize the kind of research and in-
novation that will create jobs well into
the future. It is simple. There is no rea-
son we shouldn’t be able to get this
done.
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I come to this debate today as some-
one who has seen the power of energy
efficiency up close in the private sector
and public sector in my work in Dela-
ware. When I was in the private sector
more than 15 years ago, I came to un-
derstand that power when our then-
Governor Ruth Ann Minner appointed
me to chair the Conservation and Effi-
ciency Working Group of her Energy
Task Force. In over 2 years of meetings
I grew to appreciate how powerful en-
ergy efficiency can be for the commer-
cial and industrial balance sheet of our
country. It later translated into my
work as county executive of New Cas-
tle County, DE, where I led a county-
wide effort to make our buildings more
energy efficient. We had old and energy
wasteful buildings and we knew that by
investing in energy efficiency up-
grades, we could save taxpayer money
and put Delawareans to work.

We started with our old City/County
Headquarters, a building constructed
in the 1970s, almost designed to be
monumentally energy inefficient. As
we audited it, the auditor was stunned
at how energy inefficient it was—high
ceilings, bad insulation, poorly sealed
windows—so we overhauled. We up-
graded the lights and put in new man-
agement energy systems, replaced the
boilers and chillers and cooling towers
and got that building up to ENERGY
STAR standards. We did a host of other
things on a constrained budget and it
was a resounding and lasting success.
With the improvements just to that
one small building, the county saved
$350,000 a year, and it will pay for itself
over 15 years. Because of that success,
the county has gone on to do retrofits
to 20 more buildings in total, providing
work for more than 150 Delawareans
and reducing emissions by 12 million
pounds of carbon dioxide per year, the
equivalent of taking 1,000 cars off the
road. Those jobs can’t be offshored.
These are jobs for electricians, labor-
ers, and sheet metal workers. These are
good-quality building trades jobs. They
are also sustainable because as each
contractor learns how to do an energy
efficiency retrofit in one building, they
can go on and do it for more.

What I found is that once folks un-
derstood the impact, once they saw the
difference we could make in that coun-
ty, it became an issue that transcended
partisanship or political loyalties.
That should be the case here, if we had
a healthy and functioning Senate, be-
cause this issue is no more partisan
across the United States than it was in
our county. It saved us money, it
helped our environment, it put Dela-
wareans to work, and the same is true
for the Shaheen-Portman bill that
should be moving forward today.

Earlier this year I had the chance to
visit Dover Air Force Base, our largest
military facility in Delaware, and see
what the U.S. military is doing to use
less energy and employ alternative en-
ergy solutions. They are making dra-
matic progress, looking across every
corner of that base to reduce their en-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ergy use and to be more efficient in
how they transport materiel in the
U.S. Air Force.

These are real ideas and technology-
based solutions that could be applied
nationally. There are companies up and
down our State in the private sector
which have applied the same approach,
the same initiative this bill would take
and seen real savings. Businesses such
as Hirsh Industries, PPG, Kraft, and
AstraZeneca all have realized savings
of hundreds of thousands of dollars
that add to their balance sheet and
their bottom line.

This bill has been scored as creating
136,000 new jobs by 2025, saving con-
sumers $13 billion and nearly 3 billion
megawatt hours by 2030. In total, this
is exactly the sort of bill we should be
coming together to pass. Instead,
sadly, what I am hearing is that it is
likely the partisanship of this Chamber
is going to defeat our opportunity to
take up and consider this important
balanced and bipartisan bill.

Americans are looking to us to take
action to create jobs, save them
money, and build a better future for
our country. This bill genuinely gives
us a chance to do all of those things. I
am a proud cosponsor of this bill. I had
hoped to have a chance to debate, dis-
cuss, and vote on many amendments
directly relevant to this bill that deal
with energy efficiency and would
strengthen it. Instead it seems we are
again mired in partisanship as folks
here seek to add to this bill amend-
ments utterly irrelevant to the core of
what should be the focus today: helping
to create high-quality jobs for Ameri-
cans, improving our environment, and
adding to our Nation’s bottom line on
this commonsense matter.

It is my hope we can get past the par-
tisanship and back to the real work our
constituents expect and demand of us
in the weeks ahead.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, when we
were establishing our time, I would say
to my good friend and colleague from
California, I was joking around a little
bit about using 9% minutes. Is it all
right if I make that 19% minutes, max-
imum?

Mrs. BOXER. No. I say to my friend,
I was promised to be able to speak at
3:30 so I am already giving up so much
time, so if the Senator from Oklahoma
could just take 9% minutes.

Mr. INHOFE. OK. I will do that. I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu-
sion of the remarks of the Senator
from California I be recognized for 15
minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. All right. I ask unani-
mous consent to be recognized for 15
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of
all, I wasn’t going to do this, but since
my good friend from California is on
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the floor and it is our favorite subject
to talk about, I thought I would. I wish
to take the opportunity to talk about
the first round of the major global
warming regulations the President is
set to release this week. These rules
will govern the amount of carbon diox-
ide that can be emitted from power-
plants and they are the first round of
rules following the President’s major
speech on global warming in June.

The rules represent the most aggres-
sive representation of the war on fossil
fuels we have seen in this administra-
tion, and we have seen a lot of them.
We know the rules will require any
coal-fired plant to have carbon-capture
and sequestration technology; that is,
CSS technology. While the Clean Air
Act only allows feasible technology to
be mandated, the CSS technology is
not feasible. It is really not there yet.
No powerplant has ever been built with
the technology unless it has been sup-
ported by massive taxpayer subsidies.
The rule would kill the coal powerplant
industry.

While the rules may be constructed
in a way that allows natural gas-fired
powerplants to meet the mandate, we
have to know that is coming next.
After all, natural gas is a fossil fuel as
well. There have been several state-
ments of people saying, Well, wait
around until fossil fuel, which is going
to be next. The only thing these new
rules will do is cause energy prices to
skyrocket. I expect the rules to be one
of the key issues covered by the media
this week.

While the exact details of the rule
will not be known until it is published
later this week, there are a few things
that we know right now. First, the
science behind global warming is now
more uncertain than ever. I spoke
about this this morning in our hearing.
Just last week it was reported all over
the media—the Telegraph—this is in
London, one of their largest publica-
tions—the Guardian, also in London,
the Wall Street Journal, and others,
that this year there has been 60 percent
more ice coverage in the Arctic than
there was this time last year.

My colleagues might remember the
hysterical people were saying at one
time that there would be no more ice-
caps by 2013. Instead, we find out it has
actually increased by 60 percent. This
is the equivalent of almost 1 million
square miles, and this is being observed
before the winter refreeze has even set
in.

What makes it more interesting is
that in 2007, the BBC reported that
global warming would leave the entire
Arctic ice-free in the summers by 2013.
The scientist who made this claim,
Professor Wineslaw Maslowski, said, in
the typical bravado we have come to
expect from climate scientists, that
“This is not a cycle; not just a fluctua-
tion. In the end, it will all just melt
away quite suddenly.” That is in 2013.
Well, here we are in 2013 and guess
what. They are wrong again. There is
60 percent more ice than there was at
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this time last year. A lot of the yachts
and the ships that expected to use the
Northwest Passage can’t use the North-
west Passage; it is closed, closed be-
cause the ice is there.

This follows reports earlier this year,
notably from The Economist, showing
that global warming has been on a
pause for the last 15 years. The Econo-
mist wrote: ‘“‘Over the past 15 years, air
temperatures and the Earth’s surface
have been flat while greenhouse-gas
emissions have continued to soar.”

The U.N.’s Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change did not expect this
development to occur, nor did its mod-
els predict that there would be a 15-
year stall in global warming.

Professor Anastasios Tsonis, at the
University of Wisconsin, recently con-
cluded that:

We are already in a cooling trend, which I
think will continue for the next fifteen years
at least. There is no doubt the warming of
the 1980s and 1990s has stopped.

This reminds me of all the hysteria
in the 1970s that a global warming
trend is coming. I can’t tell my col-
leagues how many times on the Senate
floor I have talked about how these cy-
cles come and go about every 25 years,
and here it is, right on schedule, going
into a cooling period. Starting back in
1895, every 15 to 20 years, they start out
with the new Ice Age is coming, every-
one is hysterical, and then in 2007—
1970—1919, they went into a period of
warming, and then in 1995—or 1945—
they went into another cooling spell
and that happened to coincide with the
year they had the greatest surge in CO,
on our planet.

I only want to say this finally has
come to our attention that we are
looking at a situation that is quite dif-
ferent than we have seen in the past. I
mentioned that later in this month the
long-awaited event is going to happen.
It comes up every 5, 6, or 7 years. That
is when the IPCC comes out with its
assessment. This just came up—I saw
that it is dated today in the Wall
Street Journal, and I will read this:

Later this month, a long-awaited event
that last happened in 2007 will recur. Like a
returning comet, it will be taken to portend
ominous happenings. I refer to the Intergov-
ernmental Panel on Climate Change’s fifth
assessment report.

That is what we are talking about.
They go on to say they have learned
from some leaks what is in that assess-
ment. ‘“There have already been
leaks”’—I am reading now—‘‘from this
31-page document which summarizes
1,914 pages of scientific discussion, but
thanks to a senior climate scientist, I
have had a glimpse of the key pre-
diction at the heart of the document.

Keep in mind, this is IPCC, United
Nations. The big news is that for the
first time since these reports started
coming out in 1990, the new one dials
back the alarm. It states that the tem-
perature rise we can expect as a result
of manmade emissions from carbon di-
oxide is lower than the IPCC expected.

This is something we did not antici-
pate would happen just as recently as a
few days ago.
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Real quickly, it is my hope we get to
some of these amendments, and I am
going to mention one that is a very sig-
nificant amendment.

A few months ago, when we were de-
bating the continuing resolution, the
Senate adopted amendment No. 29,
which prohibited the EPA from enforc-
ing this Spill Prevention, Contain-
ment, and Countermeasure Rule. That
is the SPCC rule.

As we all remember, they were going
to enforce this against farmers. The
reason we did this is clear: EPA first
threatened to enforce this rule against
farmers at the beginning of the Obama
administration, but they did very little
outreach. Most farmers do not even
know today about this rule or what
they would have to do to comply. The
only reason other Members know about
this rule is because of the work Sen-
ator PRYOR and I have done to high-
light the problem for what it is.

This rule was originally drafted for
compliance by major handlers of oil—
refineries, pipelines—players such as
the ones that are shown on this chart I
have in the Chamber.

This chart actually shows part of
Cushing, OK, which is a major hub of
oil pipelines. Millions of barrels of oil
are transported through and stored in
this small town each day, and it is in-
credibly important that the handlers of
the oil follow appropriate regulations
to make sure accidents do not cause
significant environmental damage.
They understand why the regulations
are in place, and they follow the rules
with precision. And we are talking
about the people in the adjoining
towns.

These refineries and tank operators
are who the rule was designed for in
the first place, and that makes sense.
But now EPA wants to enforce that
rule against farmers.

What would it look like if we did
this?

First, take a look at this second
chart. This is a diesel fuel container on
a farm. It is small. It does not hold
that much fuel. But right now it is sub-
ject to the same regulations you would
have for oil companies and refineries.

I asked a friend of mine, Keith
Kisling, a wheat farmer in western
Oklahoma, what it would take for him
to comply with this rule that was de-
signed for refiners.

He said: First I have to purchase a
new double-wall container that would
cost thousands of dollars. EPA justifies
this by saying it would prevent leaks.
Keith, like all other farmers I know in
Oklahoma, thinks diesel is expensive.
So Keith is not going to let his tanks
leak, whatever kind it is. You would sit
on a farm and realize that is leaking
money. Obviously, they do not want to
do that.

The next thing he would have to do is
build a berm all the way around his
tank to contain a spill if all of the die-
sel fuel came out of it. This would be
expensive and difficult to operate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.
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Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have 3 more
minutes and conclude.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. Finally, Keith would
have to hire and pay a professional en-
gineer to certify his spill plan, if he can
find one. In Oklahoma, farmers cannot
find professional engineers because
they are all working for oil and gas
companies, which makes compliance
with this particular requirement vir-
tually impossible. All told, Keith would
have to pay somewhere between $10 and
$30,000 to comply with the rule, and the
environment is not any better for it.

After we secured the amendment pro-
hibiting the EPA from enforcing the
rule back in March, Senator PRYOR and
I worked to secure a permanent exemp-
tion, and we did this. We put it in, as
the Senator from California will re-
member, the WRDA bill, and, of course,
it is not final law yet. This is the
amendment that we have right now.

Last month, during the August re-
cess, I received word from the National
Cattlemen’s Beef Association that pro-
ducers in Kansas and other areas out
West were hearing from EPA enforce-
ment officers that they were at risk of
having the SPCC rule retroactively en-
forced against them once the prohibi-
tion on enforcement expires on Sep-
tember 23. This comes despite the clear
actions Congress has been taking to
provide relief to farmers. I honestly do
not know of anyone who wants to sub-
ject our farmers in the United States of
America to the same requirements that
refineries and oil companies and these
operations have.

So I do have an amendment that
would go on. It is my hope we will be
able to get to the amendments on the
bill, the underlying bill that is under
consideration today, and I think this is
one of two amendments I have that
should be accepted unanimously.

With that, I thank the Senator from
California for giving me that addi-
tional time, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, first I
want to add my voice of condolence to
that of Senator MURRAY’s and say to
the Navy family how heavy our hearts
are and that I stand ready, any minute,
any hour, any second, to work with my
colleagues to make sure mentally ill
people do not get their hands on weap-
ons. As soon as we can get a break-
through on that—and maybe on back-
ground checks—maybe we can finally
do something for 90 percent of the
American people who want us to.

I also want to note that Senator
INHOFE and I have an ongoing dispute,
though it is quite friendly, on climate
change. We went through this this
morning. He sees evidence that climate
change is probably still a hoax, and he
talks about the great news that we do
not have climate change. I think you
should tell that to the people in Colo-
rado. But notwithstanding that—forget
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that—I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD four articles
that appeared in the recent days about
how the consensus on climate change is
growing, and there is 95-percent cer-
tainty that the cause is human activ-
ity.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From Reuters, Aug. 16, 2013]

EXPERTS SURER OF MANMADE GLOBAL
WARMING BUT LOCAL PREDICTIONS ELUSIVE

(By Environment Correspondent Alister
Doyle)

OsLO (Reuters).—Climate scientists are
surer than ever that human activity is caus-
ing global warming, according to leaked
drafts of a major U.N. report, but they are
finding it harder than expected to predict
the impact in specific regions in coming dec-
ades.

The uncertainty is frustrating for govern-
ment planners: the report by the Intergov-
ernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
is the main guide for states weighing multi-
billion-dollar shifts to renewable energy
from fossil fuels, for coastal regions consid-
ering extra sea defenses or crop breeders de-
veloping heat-resistant strains.

Drafts seen by Reuters of the study by the
U.N. panel of experts, due to be published
next month, say it is at least 95 percent like-
ly that human activities—chiefly the burn-
ing of fossil fuels—are the main cause of
warming since the 1950s.

That is up from at least 90 percent in the
last report in 2007, 66 percent in 2001, and just
over 50 in 1995, steadily squeezing out the ar-
guments by a small minority of scientists
that natural variations in the climate might
be to blame.

That shifts the debate onto the extent of
temperature rises and the likely impacts,
from manageable to catastrophic. Govern-
ments have agreed to work out an inter-
national deal by the end of 2015 to rein in ris-
ing emissions.

“We have got quite a bit more certain that
climate change . is largely manmade,”
said Reto Knutti, a professor at the Swiss
Federal Institute of Technology in Zurich.
“We’re less certain than many would hope
about the local impacts.”

And gauging how warming would affect na-
ture, from crops to fish stocks, was also
proving hard since it goes far beyond phys-
ics. ““You can’t write an equation for a tree,”’
he said.

The IPCC report, the first of three to be re-
leased in 2013 and 2014, will face intense scru-
tiny, particularly after the panel admitted a
mistake in the 2007 study which wrongly pre-
dicted that all Himalayan glaciers could
melt by 2035. Experts say the error far over-
estimated the melt and might have been
based on a misreading of 2350.

The new study will state with greater con-
fidence than in 2007 that rising manmade
greenhouse gas emissions have already
meant more heatwaves. But it is likely to
play down some tentative findings from 2007,
such as that human activities have contrib-
uted to more droughts.

Almost 200 governments have agreed to try
to limit global warming to below 2 degrees
Celsius (3.6 Fahrenheit) above pre-industrial
times, seen as a threshold for dangerous
changes including more droughts,
extinctions, floods and rising seas that could
swamp coastal regions and entire island na-
tions.

The report will flag a high risk that global
temperatures will increase this century by
more than that level, and will say that evi-
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dence of rising sea levels is now ‘‘unequivo-
cal”.

For all that, scientists say it is proving
harder to pinpoint local impacts in coming
decades in a way that would help planners.

Drew Shindell, a NASA climate scientist,
said the relative lack of progress in regional
predictions was the main disappointment of
climate science since 2007.

“I talk to people in regional power plan-
ning. They ask: 'What’s the temperature
going to be in this region in the next 20-30
years, because that’s where our power grid
is?’” he said.

“We can’t really tell. It’s a shame,” said
Shindell. Like the other scientists inter-
viewed, he was speaking about climate
science in general since the last IPCC report,
not about the details of the latest drafts.

WARMING SLOWING

The panel will try to explain why global
temperatures, while still increasing, have
risen more slowly since about 1998 even
though greenhouse gas concentrations have
hit repeated record highs in that time, led by
industrial emissions by China and other
emerging nations.

An IPCC draft says there is ‘“‘medium con-
fidence’” that the slowing of the rise is ‘‘due
in roughly equal measure’” to natural vari-
ations in the weather and to other factors af-
fecting energy reaching the Earth’s surface.

Scientists believe causes could include:
greater-than-expected quantities of ash from
volcanoes, which dims sunlight; a decline in
heat from the sun during a current ll-year
solar cycle; more heat being absorbed by the
deep oceans; or the possibility that the cli-
mate may be less sensitive than expected to
a build-up of carbon dioxide.

‘It might be down to minor contributions
that all add up,” said Gabriele Hegerl, a pro-
fessor at Edinburgh University. Or maybe,
scientists say, the latest decade is just a
blip.

The main scenarios in the draft, using
more complex computer models than in 2007
and taking account of more factors, show
that temperatures could rise anywhere from
a fraction of 1 degree Celsius (1.8 Fahrenheit)
to almost 5C (9F) this century, a wider range
at both ends than in 2007.

The low end, however, is because the IPCC
has added what diplomats say is an improb-
able scenario for radical government ac-
tion—not considered in 2007—that would re-
quire cuts in global greenhouse gases to zero
by about 2070.

Temperatures have already risen by 0.8C
(1.4F) since the Industrial Revolution in the
19th century.

Experts say that the big advance in the re-
port, due for a final edit by governments and
scientists in Stockholm from September 23—
26, is simply greater confidence about the
science of global warming, rather than revo-
lutionary new findings.

SEA LEVELS

“Overall our understanding has strength-
ened,” said Michael Oppenheimer, a pro-
fessor at Princeton University, pointing to
areas including sea level rise.

An IPCC draft projects seas will rise by be-
tween 29 and 82 cm (11.4 to 32.3 inches) by the
late 21st century—above the estimates of 18
to 589 cm in the last report, which did not
fully account for changes in Antarctica and
Greenland.

The report slightly tones down past ten-
tative findings that more intense tropical
cyclones are linked to human activities.
Warmer air can contain more moisture, how-
ever, making downpours more likely in the
future.

“There is widespread agreement among
hurricane scientists that rainfall associated
with hurricanes will increase noticeably

S6575

with global warming,” said Kerry Emanuel,
of the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology.

“But measuring rainfall is very tricky,”” he
said.

[From The Guardian, July 22, 2013]
CLIMATE CHANGE SLOWDOWN IS DUE TO
WARMING OF DEEP OCEANS, SAY SCIENTISTS

Climate sceptics have seized on a pause in
warming over the past five years, but the
long-term trend is still upwards.

(By Fiona Harvey)

A recent slowdown in the upward march of
global temperatures is likely to be the result
of the slow warming of the deep oceans, Brit-
ish scientists said on Monday.

Oceans are some of the Earth’s biggest ab-
sorbers of heat, which can be seen in effects
such as sea level rises, caused by the expan-
sion of large bodies of water as they warm.
The absorption goes on over long periods, as
heat from the surface is gradually circulated
to the lower reaches of the seas.

Temperatures around the world have been
broadly static over the past five years,
though they were still significantly above
historic norms, and the years from 2000 to
2012 comprise most of the 14 hottest years
ever recorded. The scientists said the evi-
dence still clearly pointed to a continuation
of global warming in the coming decades as
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere con-
tribute to climate change.

This summer’s heatwave, the most pro-
longed period of hot weather in the UK for
years, has not yet been taken into account in
their measurements.

Peter Stott of the Met Office said com-
puter-generated climate models all showed
that periods of slower warming were to be
expected as part of the natural variation of
the climate cycle, and did not contradict
predictions. Given that wvariation, current
temperatures are within expectations.

As well as the heating of the deep oceans,
other factors have played a significant part
in slowing temperature rises. These have in-
cluded the solar minimum—when the sun is
less active and generating slightly less heat,
as occurred in 2008/2009—and a series of small
volcanic eruptions, including that of Ice-
land’s Eyjafjallajokull volcano in 2010. Ash
from volcanoes reflects light back into
space, and major eruptions in the past have
had a severe, albeit temporary, cooling ef-
fect.

Despite the